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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

November 4, 1969, was a cold and rainy day in Kalama~ooo

There was a hint of snow in the air and even children did

not want to play outs ide 0 Nothing casual could induce anyone

to leave·their cozy home or place of work on a day like

"that. It would have to have been an important businesso"

Yet more than 18,000 p~opl~, one out of every five in the

city and "over half of the registered voters found the time

and the inclinauion that day to go to the polls and vote

in a municipal"election, and when the day was over they

had decisively elected a new majority to the City Commission.

What factors caused this change? What parta of the

city favored this change and what did they have in common?

Were there any measurable factors which could have led a

knowledgeable political scientist to predict this outco~e,

or any future outcome? In an attempt to find some answers"

to these questions and to discover what patterns. there were

in the numbers, in the people who· voted, this project was

begun.



CHAPTER 2: GUIDE TO THE CONTENTS

For those who do not wish to wade through this entire

paper, here is a brief description of the contents. In

both the 1967 and 1969 municipal elections in Kalamazoo

there were twelve major candidates for the city commission,

divided into two blocs. This paper will show how it was

discovered that, in terms of the characteristics of the

precincts which supported and opposed each of the candidates,

there were not two, but five clearly distinguishable groups

of candidates in both elections.

The two blocs were known as the coalition candidates

and the Taxpayers Association candidates, but on careful

examination it was discovered that each of these groups

broke down into two separate groups on the bas~s of their

sources of opposition, and that the black candidates who

were considered part of the coalition drew their support

from a completely different segment of the community than

either of the two other groups. It was. determined that the

moderate coalition candidates were supported by the wealthier

precincts and opposed by the poorer ones. The special-interest

coalition candidates drew their most support from the wealthier

precincts, but their least support came from the middle

precincts. The moderate Taxpayers Association candidates

were supported most strongly by the middle precincts and

opposed by the poorer ones. The special-interest Taxpayers
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Association candidates also drew strong support from the

middle precincts, but their least support came from the

wealthy precincts. The Negro candidates constituted the fifth

group, and they drew their strongest support from the poorest

precincts and their opposition from the middle precinctso

The major part of the paper is devoted to correlations

between the votes received by the twenty-four different

candidates in each of the forty-one precincts and thirty

different variables describing various characteristica of

the forty-one precincts. The third chapter is a detailed

explanation of the method used to arrive at the final data

used in the correlations. This chapter is not likely to

prove interesting except to someone planning to do similar

research in the future. The fourth chapter is a discussion

of the limitations and validity of the sources of data and

the methods used in processing the data. The fifth chapter

is a list of the thirty variables used and their correlations

with each of the candidates. The sixth chapter is a list

of the twelve major candidates in the 1969 election and their

significant correlations. For someone who is trying to

get at the conclusions without going into the reasoning

behind them, the last few pages of the fifth. and sixth

chapters are recommended, together with all of the last two

chapters~ which are very short.



CHAPTER 3: METHOD

Because of necessarily limited time and manpower, and

the desirability of making the analysis replicable it was

decided at the outset to use only data which could reasonably

be expected to be available for future use, namely the

U.S. census and the official voting results from the city

clerk's office. It is to be hoped that the conclusions arrived

at here will be checked against future elections and future

censuses to determine longer term trends and to balance

out some of the weaknesses of the present study being limited

to the 1967 and 1969 Kalamazoo Municipal Elections G

The data which was gathered falls naturally into three

categories based on the source of the material. These will

be referred to as housing variables, population variables

and voting variables. The most accurate of the descriptive

variables were the housing variables, gathered from the

1960 U.S. Census of Housing by City Blocks. The transformation

of this data into a usable form took the greater part of the

time spent on this project, but was done painstakingly and

with a minimum of errors. The census presented the data

by listing numbers for each of the 882 blocks in the city

to indicate how many housing units in the block fell into

va~ious categories, how many people lived in the block,

and certain average values, such as the average estimated

value of the owner occupied housing units or the average
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monthly rent of the renter occupied units. It also listed

the totals for each of these categories in each of the eighteen

census tracts and in the city as a whole. To summarize this

data by precincts required determining which of the blocks

as used in the census were in which of the precincts as their

boundaries were in the 1967 and 1969 elections. Where the

precinct boundaries corresponded with block boundaries this

was fairly easily done, but this was not often the cas:e.

Where a block fell partly in one precinct and partly in another,

the area of the block in each precinct was estimated and

the numbers referring to that block were added in to the

precinct totals in propurtion to the amount of area in each

precinct. For example, block 15 in tract 16 had approximately

one fifth of its area in precinct 39 and four fifths of

its area in precinct 37. It had a population of 28 living

in 8 housing units. Approximately one fifth, or'6 people

and 2 housing units were added to the total of precinct 39

and approximately four fifths, or 22 people and & housing

units were added to the total of precinct 37. Care was taken

to deal only with integers at this stage and to allocate

all of the units or people in a block to one precinct or

the other in order to maintain the correct totals.

In addition to this problem of partial blocks, or

blocks partially in one precinct and partially in another,

a second problem arose at this stage, that of suppressed

data. The Census Bureau, in order to protect the identity
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of individuals, did not report data which applied to fewer

than five units. Because of the rather wide variation in

incidence of this problem from one precinct to another,

ranging from none in some precincts to more than half of

the population in others, a rather complicated method was

used to supply missing data. This involved first, extrapolating

for the missing data on the basis of all the rest of the

data available which applied to that precinct, and second

extrapolating on the basis of the totals for the census tract

in which the data was missing. These census tract totals

were calculated including all the suppressed data which

was taken out of the block data before the census was released

to the public. ThesB two extrapolations were then compared

and, if there was any difference between them their arithmetic

mean was used as the actual value to replace the suppressed

data.

Haying thus computed totals for each variable for

each precinct, the next step was to make these totals comparable

to each other. At this stage there were totals for the

following thirteen variables for each precinct:

1. Population (C)

2 N b f h · ·t 1• urn er 0 ous~ng un~ s (0 )

3. Number of housing units in a sound condition1 (E)

4. Number of housing units in a deteriorating condition1 (F)

5~ Number of housing units in a dilapidated condition1 (G)

6~ Number of housing units occupied by their owner1 (H)



-7-

7. Average value of owner occupied housing units (in
dollars) (I)

18. Average number of rooms in owner occupied housing
units (J)

9 •. Number of renter1 occupied housing units (K)

10. Avenage monthly rent for renter occupied housing
units (in dollars) (L)

11 •. Average number of rooms in renter occupied housing
units em)

12. Number of housing units occupied by non-whites (N)

13; Number of housing units occupied by an average of
more than one person per room CO) (See Table 1)

These variables were made into comparable variables primarily

through percentages. (See Figure 1 for a simplified version

of the following.) In each case, the name in parentheses.

following the description of the variable is the abbreviated

name which is: used in the tables following, where the complete

variable description would be too long. The first of these

comparable variables was the population per occupied housing

unit. (a) First the number of housing units occupied by

their owner was added to the number of renter occupied housing

unita to determine the number of occupied housing units.

Then the population of the precinct was divided by this number

of occupied housing units to determine the population per

occupied housing unit. 2 (people per house) The second of

these variables was the percent of housing uhits vacant. (b)

This was determined by subtracting the previouslW determined

number of occupied housing units from the total number of
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EC
pR C D E F G H I J K L m N 0

1 1,715 486 411 67 8 312 8,766 6.0 145 61 .4 4.3 79 76
2 2,038 592 482 91 19 406 9,817 5.9 139 6'9.4 4.2 70 53
3 2,324 667 272 166 229 352 7,553 6~'. 3 259 59.0 4.5 363 106
4 1,694 868 258 274 336 156 8,194 6.6 518 45.4 2.0 179 80
5 2,459 622 598 24 0 565 12,065 5.1 40 65.8 3.7 1 87
6 1,860 385 377 7 1 339 13,591 5.1 34 71.0 1 .6, 0 39
7 2,391 744 616 114 14 511 8,675 5.8 192 61 .0 4.4 154 70
8 2,479 858 768 82 8 471 8,531 6.2 329 60.8 4.3 110 69
9 1,826 754 730 21 3 308 11,319 6.3 396 80.4 3.3 4 32

10 2,388 718 558 135 25 426 10,198 6.1 232 75.8 4.0 2 43
11 3,672 66:1 620 28 13 295 18,023 7.1 324 66.3 3.5 13 19
12 1,882 811 301 373 137 171 10,000 6.1 525 58.8 3.3 38 73
13 2,151 1031 605 393 33 202 10,741 6.1 700 62.1 3.1 20 32
14 4,726 ~509 466 38 5 266 14,660 6.9 180 54.3 3.1 5 11
15 1,358 721 489 232 0 138 14,488 6.2 534 78.4 3.4 6 11
16 1,895 852 771 75 6 227 11,088 6.3 563 65.7 3.4 5 47
17 1 ,437 622 565 54 3 232 10,631 6.2 345 66.9 3.5 1 28
18 2,232 812 488 194 130 459 9,447 6.1 293 62.9 4.4 10 57
19 1,943 781 652 122 7 337 10,027 6.2 388 65.4 3.8 11 36
20 1,189 448 401 47 2 256 12,205 6.4 164 78 •.6 4.0 18 19
21 1 ,517 487 485 1 1 430 23,669 6.9 41 98.0 5.2 7 3
22 1 ,261 428 427 0 1 319 23,960 7.2 95 108.1 4.1 2 7
23 1,737 543 463 77 3 443 12,932 6.3 88 8300 4.4 4 20
24 2,970 1103 781 288 34 467 8,500 6.1 513 57.0 3.7 109 105
25 2,037 709 669 38 2 397 9,742 6.2 272 66.1 4.2 1 38
26 1,892 655 574 71 10 443 10,299 6.1 184 70.1 4.1 2 26
27 1 ,637 555 529 25 1 387 10,588 6.0 144 73.0 4.1 0 21
28 1 ,667 520 508 12 0 424 11,407 5.6 88 80.1 4.7 1 30
29 2,055 605 598 6 1 533 14,323 5.5 57 95.3 4.7 0 38
30 1,955 586 582 4 0 504 13,597 5.4 75 92.8 4.4 2 36
31 1 ,393 423 398 25 0 390 13,844 5.5 24 188.6 4.8 1 16
32 1 ,583 460 455 4 1 424 16,633 5.5 30 118.3 4.8 0 26
33 819 253 243 9 1 217 15,331 5.7 29 172.6 4.4 0 17
34 2,136 659 588 42 29 558 12,397 5.5 84 81 .5 4.2 0 44
35: '2 ,326 698 633 63 2 618 11,933 5.2 53 76~. 5 4.7 5 58
36 1,630 490 490 0 0 448 23,024 6.2 26 97.0 4.9 0 13
37 1,744 537 490 31 16 458 17,967 5.8 59 68.6 4.0 1 32
38 1,894 573 508 42 23 490 12,840 5.3 64 86.2 4.2 0 53
39 1,615 487 475 11 1 465 18,529 5.3 9 73.2 4.0 0 33
40 1,871 479 458 15 6 374 16,169 5.5 89 78.0 3.8 1 36
41 2,691 307 295 4 8 113 19,848 6.0 185 62.8 3.2 3 14

TABLE 1

Values for the 13 original housing variables before taking percentages

(See text, pages 6 and 7, for names of the variablesi)



C
a=H+K

c=(~)X 100

d= (~)X 100

e=(~)X.100

Hf=(O)X 100

h= (~)X 100

k=(H~K)X 100

Figure 1

Algebraic descriptions of the 11 final housing variables

(See text, pages 6 through a, for names of the variable~) .
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housing units to determine the number vacant, and· dividing

this number by the total number of housing units. (percent

of houses vacant) The third, fourth, fifth, sixth, and eighth

variables (c;d,e,f,h) were all determined in the same manner,

by dividing the appropriate original variable by the number

of housing units to determine the percent. These five variables

were: Percent of housing units in sound condition (percent

of houses sound), percent deteriorating, percent dilapidated,

percent owner occupied and percent renter occupied. The

seventh and ninth variables were the average value of the

owner occupied housing units (average value of homes) and

the average rent of the renter occupied housing units. (g,i)

These were discovered not by the relatively simple process

of adding up block totals that was used for the other variables,

because the wide variations in block sizes would have rendered

any number so reached useless. Instead, for each block the

number of owner occupied housing units was multiplied by the

average value and the number of renter occupied units was

multiplied by the average rent to make the total value of

the owner occupied units and the total rent for the renter

occupied units for each block. These totals were then added

for all blocks in the precinct, the same as the other variables

and the sums were then divided by the total number of owner

occupied units and renter occupied units in the precinct

respectively to produce average values of each.
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The last two housing variables were the percentage

of occupied housing units occupied by nonwhites (j) (percent

nonwhite) and the percentage of occupied housing units occupied

by more thah 1.01 persons per room. (k) (percent crowded)

These were arrived at simply by dividing the corresponding

totals by the previously arrived at number of occupied housing

units.

At this point a brief check was made to identify and

eliminate most of the arithmetic errors which had developed

so far. The populations of each of the precincts as determined

were added together and compared with the total population

of the city. Five errors were discovered. Two resulted

from failures to copy data for two different blocks from the

housing cenaus. One resulted from copying one number from

the census incorrectly. One was caused by a mistake in adding,

and the last one resulted from a failure to maintain the

proper sum when allocating the population from two parts

of the same block to different precincts. These errors

were corrected and all calculations affected were recomputed.

A second category of data, population data, was taken

from the 1960 U.S. Census of Population and Housing by Census

Tracts. These tracts were convenient subdivisions of the

city for census purposes. In 1960 KalamazDo was divided

into eighteen tracts, only one of which corresponded exactly

with one of the precincts. All the other tracts contained

at least part of two or more precinct~. From the housing
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data already gathered, however, it was possible to determine

what percentage of the population of each tract UJas in each

precinct and these percentages were used in assigning data

reported by tracts to the various precinctsc (see Table 2)

Fifteen variables were taken by this proportion method

from the population census. All but two of these were transformed

into percentages by dividing by the appropriate other total

in order to make them comparable with each other. These

other two variables were reported in the census as medians:

median years of schooling and median family income. These

medians were applied to the precincts by a system of weighted

averaging. For those precincts wholly contained within

one tract the median reported for that tract was used for

that precinct. For those precincts in two or more tracts

the amount of population of that precinct which was in each

tract was multiplied by the median reported for that tract,

these population-median products were added and the sum was~

divided by the total population of the precinct to reach

the best estimate for the median value for that precinct

possible from the data available. The other fifteen variables

were the followingr

1. Percentage of the population who were of foreign
stock, that is either forei~n born or with one or
more parents foreign born. {percent foreign stock)

2. Percentage of the population 25 years old and over
who had received no schooling o (percent no schooling)

3. Percentage of the population 25 years old and over
who had received some education but whose education
had not gone beyond eighth grade. (percent elementary)
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4. Percentage of the population 25 years old and over
who had received some education in high school
but whose education had not gone beyond h~gh school.
(percent high school)

5. Percentage of the population 25 years old and over
who had received some education beyond high school.
(percent college)

m. Median number of years of schooling completed.
(median years schooling)

7~ Percentage of the number of families whose income for
1959 had been less than $4,000. (percent low income)

8. Percentage of the number of families whose income for
1959 had been between $4,000 and $9.000. (percent
middle income)

9. Percentage of the number of families whose income for
1959 had been more than $9,000. (percent high income)

10. Median family income for 1959 (in dollars) (median
income)

11 •. Percentage of the population 14 years old or older
who were in the labor force. (percent working)

12. Percentage of the labor force who we~e unemployed.
(percent unemployed)

13. Percentage of the housing units whose occupants
did not have access to any automobile~ (percent
no car)

14. Percentage of the housing units whose occupants
had access to one automobile. (percent one car)

15. Percentage of the housing units whose occupants
had access to two or more automobiles. (percent
two cars)

The figures of $4,000 and $9,000 annual income were picked

as the boundaries of the middle income group because in

Kalamazoo in 1959 approximately one quarter of the families

earned less than $4,000 and approximately one quarter earned

more than $9,000. Thus the middle income group spanned

the middle two quartiles (half) of the distribution.
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A third catagory of data was taken from the public

records of the 1967 and 1969 Kalamazoo Municipal Elections,

available at the city clerk's office. Two types of data

were obtained there, voting data and candidate data. Voting

data dealt with characteristics of the election as a whole

and candidate data were the actual vote totals for each candidate

in each precinct.

Voting data reported were the number of registered

voters in each precinct, the number of voters who actually

voted in each precinct and the total number of votes cast

(each voter could cast up to seven votes.) From these,

four voting variables were chosen, the percentage of the

voters registered who voted in 1967, the avenage number

of votes per voter in 1967, and the same variables for the

1969 election.

The candidate data was transformed into percentages

by dividing by the number of voters in that precinct, so

the percentages used were actually percentages of the voters

in that precinct who voted for that candidate, rather than

percentages of the total vote cast.
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CHAPTER 4: SCOPE

This whole procedure of computing values for these

thirty variables exhibits several possible sources of error.

One is arithmetical. A great deal of arithmetic was involved,

as well as several different stages of copying figures from

one list to another. This waa especially true with the

hous2ng variables whose lists and computations took up sixty

three pages. However a cheok made on one of the eleven

housing variable$ (see page 9) revealed only three copying

errors and two computational errors. This is very small

and any errors remaining after this correction can probably

be ignored~

Another source of error could lie in mistaken assumptions.

Several a~sumptions were made which affected the results of

the computations. One was the assumption made in computing

the housing data, that all the characteristics of the blocks

which were in two or more precincts were evenly distributed

throughout those blocks and could thus be allocated by area.

Another assumption which could be erroneous was that used

to generate data to replace suppressed data. In an attempt

to determine how much possibility of error was involved in

these assumptions, the housing totals were computed with

maximum and minimum values possible without using these

assumptions as well as the value that was considered the

best one, which was computed using these assumptions. The

results are shown in Graph 1 0 One other assumption that
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GRAPH 2

High positive correlation
Percent of vote for Kneen vs. average value of homes
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not only could but did cause error was that assigning popula

tion data 'which was reported by tracts to precincts in propor

tion with the distribution of population. This was not an

accurate assumption, but it was the most accurate means

available, short of surveying the whole city over again. The

only way to account for this error is to just bear in mind that

the population variables are less accurate than the housing

variables-·.

These variables, housing variables, population variables,

voting variables and candidate variables, fifty-four in all,

were compared with each other through Pearson correlation

coefficients which measured the linear correlation between two

. variables, l.e~ the:degree to',which a graph of these two variables

plotted against each other would approximate a straight line.

Those which lie exactly on a straight line have co~relatio~'-JI

coefficients of +1.0 if a higher value of one variable corres

ponds with a higher value of the other variable and a lower

value of one corresponds with a lower value of the other. They

have correlation coefficients of -1.0 if a higher value of one

variable corresponds with a lower value of the other and vice

versa. Those variables which show no linear relationship at

all with each other have correlation coefficients of 0.0. In

practice,however, correlation coefficients range from -1.0 to

+l~O without reaching either extreme. Three graphs showing

high positive correlation, high negative correlation and an

approximately zero correlation are appended (Graphs 2,3 and 4).

Correlation coefficients were computed between each of the

twenty-four candidates studied and each of the thirty other

variables, in all cases over all the forty-one precincts.
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Statistically speaking, when dealing with sample data

grouped in forty-one pairs the probability is les$ than one

percent that any pair of variables whose sample correlation

coefficient is less than -.398 or greater than +.398 actually

has a zero correlation. In other words, at the one percent

significance level, using samples of forty-one pairs, any

correlation coefficient whose absolute value is greater

than •.398 may be accepted as demonstrating a signi ficant

correlation between those two characteristics in the population

as a whole~ While this definition does not correspond exactly

with the conditions of thi$ atudy5 it is for this reason that

only those correlation coefficients whose absolute value was

greater than .400 have been considered to demonstrate a

significant relationship.

One vital limitation in the use of the correlation

coefficients is that they can only measure linear correlations.

Any correlations, therefore, which have a more complex

relationship, no matter how exact, are likely to exhibit

linear correlation coefficients near zero. One graphic~

example of this is appended: a plot of the average value of

owner oc~upied homes against the percentage vote received by

Gilbert Bradley in the 1969 election (Graph 5.) Bradley

received his major support from the upper and lower ranges of

the scale and therefore his graph demonstrates a quite obvious

modified U-curve, yet the correlation coefficient for this pair

of variables was an insignificant +.158. Unfortunately,
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because of the limitations of the linear corr~lation cri~ttioiant,

except in cases such as this one where a more complex relation

ship was expected, none was discovered. Yet this method, the

linear correlation coefficient, was the best tool available for

analyzing the data gathered, so it was used.

In terms of actual relationships the source data had

some rather basic limitations which might reflect on the

validity of the conclusions drawn. The most obvious of these

was the considerable time lapse between the 1960 census

from which most of the non voting data was taken and the

fall of 1967 and 1969 elections from which the voting data

was taken. This limitation was recognized at the outset

and an attempt was made to determine how much change in

these variables was likely to have taken place during that

time period. For that purpose a random sample of 5% (44)

of the blocks in the city in 1960 was selected (the blocks

selected are pinpointeq on Map 1) and a comparison was made

between the entries for the streets surrounding those blocks

in the 1960 City Directory and the 1968 City Directory.

As the comparison was made for both sides of the streets

involved it was hoped that a 10% sample would be achieved.

In actuality, however by comparing the number of housing

units investigated with the number reported in the 1960

census it was determined that only an 8% sample resulted.

The detailed results of this comparison can be inspected

in Table 3, however in the city as a whole it demonstrated



PREC NUMBER OF ADDRESSES % NEW DELETED %
INCT 1960 1968 %68/60 SAME CHANGED NO. % NO. % SAmPLE

1 121 117 96.7 49 59.5 3 2.5 7 5.8 24.9

2 45 33 73.3 16 64.4 3 6;.7 12 26:.7 7.6

3 58 56 96.6 18 69.0 3 5.2 5 8.6 8.7

4 95 91 95.8 34 64.2 6 6.3 17 17.9 10.9

5 0 0 0 0 0 0:

6 137 138 100.7 75 45.3 5 3.6 4 2.9 35.6

7 135 140 103.7 63 53.3 13 9.6 8 5.9 18.1

8 16- 14 87.5 6, 62.5 0 a 2:. 12.5 1.9

9 73 69 94.5 39 46.6 1 1.4 5 6 •.8 9.7

10 28 31 110.7 10 64.3 3 10.7 0 0 3.9

11 56 57 101 .8 34 39.3 1 1 .8 0 0 8.5

12 67 59 88.1 21 68.7 3 4.5 11" 16.4 8.3

13 70 59 84.3 23 67.1 4 5.7 18 25.7 6:,.8

14 19 19 100.0 10 47.4 0 0 0 0 3.7
15 14 15 107.1 3 78.6. 1 7.1 1 7.1 1.9
16:; 54 50 92.6 20 63.0 2 3.7 8 14.8 6.3

17 0 0 0 0 0 0
18 185 182 98.4 95 48.6 11 6.0 14 7.6: 22.8
19 104 79 76.0 32 69.2 2 1.9 24 23.1 13.3

20 38 36 94.7 15 60.5 2 5.3 4 10.5 8.5

21 0 0 0 0 0 0

22 105 102 97.1 35 66.7 1 1.0 4 3.8 24.5

23 8 6- 75.0 4 5."0.0 a 0 2 2$.0 1 .5

24 127 107 84.2 60 52.8 2 1.6 22 17.3 11 .5
25 23 19 82.6 8 65.2 2. 8.7 6 26;.1 3.2
25, 52 50 96.1 19 p3.5 1 1.9 3 5.8 7.9
27 38 40 105.3 24 36.8 2 5.3 a 0 6.8
28 43 44 102.3 26 39.5 1 2.3 0 0 8.3
29 41 41 100 •.0 22 46.3 a 0 0 0 6i.8
30 40 41 102 0 5 26 35.0 1 2.5 0 0 6.8
31 0 0 0 0 0 0
32 27 32 118.5 11 59.3 2 7.4 a 0 5.9
33 32 26 81.2 14 56.2 0 0 6 18.8 12.6,
34 66' 99 150.0 32 51 .5 19 28.8 6 9.1 10.0
35 25 23 920·0 14 44.0 0 0 2 8.0 3.6
36' a 0 0 0 0 0
37 52 55 105.8 28 46.2 5 9.6 2 3.8 9.7
38 89 94 105.6 51 42.7 7 7.9 2 2.2 15.5
39 2 2 100.0 0 100.0 0 0 a 0 0.4
40 14 12 85.7 4 71 .4 1 7.1 3 21.4 2.9
41 1 0 0 0 100.0 0 0 1 100.0 0.3

total 2100 2038 97.0 941 55.2 107 5.1 199 9.5 8.2

TABLE 3

Results of a comparison of a sample of the 1960 with, the
1968 City Directnriea
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that over half the population moved between 1960 and 1968

while housing units equal to about 5% of the 1960 total

were constructed during that period and units equal to about

10% of the 1960 total were removed or changed. Incidentally,

this demonstrates a net decrease in housing units in the

surveyed blocks during that time period. It is assumed that

such variables as value of housing units, while certainly

changing overall during that period due to a fairly continuous

inflation, did not change a great deal relative to each other,

and hence are still the most accurate. The tremendous change in

population contrasted with the relatively small change in

actual buildings accentuates the already noted greater validity

of data applying directly to housing units. However, the

actual change in the population characterisitics of the

various precincts were certainly much smaller than the 55%

turnover rate would seem to indicate, as there is a high

tendency for homogeneous neighborhoods to attract persons

with similar characteristics to those who have left. Determining

how much actual change occurred in the population characteristics

is beyond the ability of this study to determine and will

have to wait until the release of information gathered in

the 1970 census.

The final major problem inherent in this study is

its inability to demonstrate anything about the actual relationship

between the various characteristics of the voter and his. voting

behavior. By the very nature of the data available and
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the time and manpower available to collect new data, the

smallest discrete unit in this study is the precinct. All

the variables, correlations and conclusions of this study

can apply only to the precinc~s, not to individual voters.

While a very high positive correlation between average income

of a precinct and percentage vote for a certain candidate

may create a strong supposition in the mind of the researcher

that voter~ with higher incomes tended to vote for this

candidate, it must remain only a supposition. The only way

to demonstrate the validity or invalidity of such a supposition

is to survey individual voters and determine the income

and the vote of this individual. The reader should attempt

to counteract a strong tendency to see all the conclusions

as applying to individuals. Unfortunately, in this project

they can only apply to the precincts.

A peripheral issue which may be briefly noted here

is whether the conclusions of this project can have any

wider application than just to Kalamazoo. Adrian and Williams in

a comparison of Kalamazoo with three other michigan cities for a

period approximately a decade earlier than this study3 concluded

that Kalamazoo was in many ways a better-than-average city

with respect to its: political behavior as judged according

to the tenets of the "public-regarding ethos~4 Also, for

its size it was highly unusual in the number of large home-

owned industries present. Consequently Kalamazoo has not

been seen as the prototype of middle-America, no wider generalizations
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will be attempted n this study, and the responsibility

for justifying such generalizations made using the data

presented in this study must rest completely with the reader~



PRECINCT VARIABLES (See text for names of variables)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 49.24 4.89 46.00 5.37 3.70 5.98 84.56 13.78
2 56;.68 5.54 51 .50 5.66 3.61 7.95 81 .41 15.37
3 52.75 4.03 48.34 4.71 3.78 8.40 40.77 24.88
4 47.43 4.06 41.71 4.55 2.50 22.36 29.72 31 .56
5 56.52 5.86- 54.44 6.07 3.45 2.58 96.14 3.85
6 54.48 5.89 53.14 5.91 4.24 3.12 97.92 1 .81
7' 54.78 4.92 53.71 5.25 3.39 5.52 82.79 15.32
8 53.35 5.25 49.50 5.30 3.09 6.77 89.51 9.75
9 52.07 5.85 46.05 6 0 09 2.41 6.65 96.81 2.78

10 52.66 5.88 47.00 6.01 3.24 8.36 77.71 18.80
11 61.76 6.14 60.05 6.16 3.86 6.37 93.79 4.23
12 34.83 5.73 39.2~ 5.79 2.58 14.19 37.11 45.99
13 48.16 5.32 41.81 5.78 2.18 12.52 58.68 38.11
14 61.42 6.26 60.10 6.08 2.52 12.39 91 .55 7.46
15 44.94 6.07 43.71 6.07 1.82 6.80 67.82 32.17
16 49.77 5.53 42.23 5.77 2.16 7.29 90.49 8.80
17 53.01 5.84 45.23 5.92 2.24 7.25 90.83 8.68
18 55.45 5.56 51 .11 5.85 2.91 7.40 60 •.09 23.89
19 52.24 5.64 51 .21 5.80 2.60 7.19 83.48 15.62:
20 52.77 5.81 55.34 5.98 2.58 6.26 89.50 10.49
21 73.52 6.29 73.91 6.09 3.22 3.30 99.58 0.20
22 68.40 6.24 68.55 6.09 3.05 3.28 99.76 0
23 66.36 6 0 03 63.67 5.99 3.27 2.22 85.26 14.18
24 44.86 5.22 46.33 5.68 3.03 11 .71 70.80 26.11
25 51 .75 5.39 48.86 5.96 3.04 5.65 94.35 5.35
25 53.80 5.54 52.39 6.01 3.01 4.28 87.63 10.83
27 54.82 5.81 51.28 6.01 3.08 4.34 95.31 4.50
28 60.14 5.73 58.61 6.16 3.25 1.55 97.69 2.30
29 60.43 6.03 60.23 6.10 3.48 2.49 98.84 0.99
30 66.28 5.84 62.08 6.10 3.38 1 .21 99.31 0.68
31 62.78 5.97 64.21 6.09 3.36 2.14 94.08 5.91
32 65.19 6.07 63.04 6.07 3'.48 1 .31 98,.91 0.,86-
33 66.21 5.93 63.37 6.11 3.32 2.77 96.04 3.55
34 60.54 5.91 54.26 6.09 3.31 2.59 89.22 6.37
35 56.37 5.83 52.79 6.11 3.44- 3.88 90.68 9.02
36 73.94 6.16 71.85 6.12 3.42 3.28 100.00 0
37 66.24 6.06 64.93 5.98 3.37 3.74 91.24 5.77
38 55.30 5.73 56.22 5.99 3.42 3.33 88.65 7.32
39 66.19 6.26 65.96 6.25 3.14 2.68 97.53 2.25
40 67.50 6.21 58.06 6.19 1.93 3.35 95.61 3.13
41 49.43 6.45 48.58 6.17 4.32 2.94 96.09 1.30

TABLE 4 PART 1

Values of all of the variables for each precinct



PRECINCT VARIABLES (See text for names of variables)
9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

1 1.64 64.19 8,770 29.83 61 .4 17.28 16.63 16.44
2 3.20 68.58 9,820 23.47 69.4 12.84 9.72 161.24
3 34.33 52.77 7,550 38.83 59.0 59.41 17.34 9.90
4 38.70 17.97 8,190 59.67 45.4 26.55 11.86 9.-09
5 0 90.99 12,060 6i.43 65.8 0.16 14.35 14.80
6 0.25 88.05 13,590 8.83 71 .0 0 10.45 14.78
7 1.88 68.68 8,680 25.80 61 .0 21 .90 9.95 23.92
8 0.93 54,89 8,530 38.34 60.8 13.75 8.62 23.92
9 0.37 40.84 1t, 320 52.51 80.4 0.55 4.54 19.00

10 3.48 59.33 10,200 32.31 75.8 0.30 6.53 16.54
11 1.96 44.62 18,020 49.01 66.3 2 •.10 3.06 15.41
12 16.89 21.08 10,000 64.73 58.8 5.45 10.48 16.21
13 3.20 19.59 10,740 67.89 62.1 2.21 3.54 23.06
14 0.98 52.25 14,660 35.36 54.3 1.12 2.46 31.72
15 0 19.14 14,490 74.06 78.4 0.89 1 .63 19.96
16 0.70 26.64 11,090 66-.07 65.7 0.63 - 5 0 94 201.53
17 0.48 37.29 10,630 55 •.46 66.9 0.17 4.85 19.97
18 16.00 56.52 9,450 36.08 62.9 1.32 7.57 23.66
19 0.89 43.14 10,030 49.67 65.4 1 .51 4.96 26.30
20 0.44 57.14 12,200 36.60 78.6 4.28 4.52 20.19
21 0.20 88.29 23,670 8.41 98.0 1.48 0.63 21.49
22 0.23 74.53 23,960 22.19 108.1 0.48 1.69 22.44
23 0.55 81.58 12,930 16.20 83.0 0.75 3.76 26.31
24 3.08 42.33 8,500 46-.50 57.0 11:.12 10.71 16... 80
25 0.28 55.99 9,740 38.36 66.1 0.14 5.68 20.23
26 1.52 67.63 10,300 28.09 70.1 0.31 4.14 20.24
27 0.18 69 0 72 10,590 25.94 73.0 0 3.95 20.40
28 0 81.53 11,410 16.92 80.1 0.19 5.85 20.22
29 0.16 88.09 14,320 9.42 95.3 0 6.44 21.02
30 0 86.00 13,600 12.79 92.8 0.34 6.21 21.02
31 0 92.19 13,840 5.67 188.6 0.24 3.86 20.39
32 0.21 92.17 16,630 61.52 118.3 0 5.72 20.40
33 0.39 85.77 15,330 11.46 172.6 0 6.91 20.39
34 4.40 84.67 12,400 12.74 81.5 0 6.85 20.88
35 0.28 88.53 11,930 7.59 76.5 0.74 8.64 20.72
36 0 91.42 23,020 5.30 97.0 0 2.74 20.86
37 2.97 85.28 17,970 10.98 68.6 0.19 6.18 20.70
38 4.01 85.51 12,840 11 .16 86.2 0 9.56 20.64
39 0.20 95.48 18,530 1.84 73.2 0 6.96 19.50
40 1.25 78.07 16,170 18.58 78.0 0.21 7.77 12.99
41 2.60 36.80 19,850 60.26 62 0 8 1.00 4.69 13.01

TABLE 4 PART 2

Values of all of the variables for each precinct



PRECINCT VARIABLES (See text for names of variables)
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

1 1.56 40.22 47.89 10.33 10.1 28.25 53.50 18.25
2 1.35 38.17 47.89 12.50 10.4 25.05 56.10 18.84
3 3.63 59.40 33.01 3.87 8.4 47.83 42.32 10.04
4 3.76 60 •.05 32.52 3.65 8.4 49.05 41.42 9.81
5 0.19 22.81 48.00 29.01 12.3 4.92 72.83 22.05
6 0.13 22.85 48.11 29 •.04 12.3 4.95 72.92 22.14
7 1.75 47.97 41.70 8.58 9.0 30.81 56:.51 12.69
8 1.69 48.05 41.76 8.58 9.0 30 •.79 56'.51 12.70
9 0.99 35.49 41 .'65 21.77 11 .1 27.46 50.57 2t.74

10 0.74 29.59 41.64 28.03 12.1 25.50 47.56 26:.94
11 0.66 23.59 40.37 35.46 12.5 24.74 51.87 23.39
12 1.20 36.16 43.96 19.68 10.5 42.82 50.13 :7;05
13 0.55 40.02 43.23 16.21 10.2 35.18 54.16 10.45
14 (f;' 67 51.01 29.66 12.66 9.6 20.57 46.10 33.33
15 0.96 25.34 42.01 31.68 12.2 29.68 53 •.87 16.45
16 0.87 28.07 42.21 28.75 11 .8 30.54 54.08 15.38
17 0.91 25.26 42.06 31.77 12.2 29.57 53.96 16.46
18 0.48 34.87 47.34 17.16 10.9 23.92 57.73 18.35
19 0.46 37.99 43.65 17.53 10.5 27.61 53.70 ' 18.48
20 0.93 23.10 40.16 35.81 12.5 25.90 51.08 22.66
21 0.33 8.82 29.11 61.74 14.6 "q..~ 11 34.78 61 .11
22 0.40 12.33 30.83 56.57 14.1 6-,.47 37.06 56.47
23 0.41 30.13 40.87 28.28 11 .6 19.13 49.66 31.44
24 1 .91 50.83 41.80 5.46 8.9 35.33 54.70 9.97
25 0.52 30.04 52.75 16.68 11.5 18.61 62.59 18.98
26 0.56 30.01 52.78 :1.98 . 11.5 ~ 1a. 66 62~48 :18.86
27 0.55 28.04 53.01 18.40 11.7 18.14 62.36 19.50
28 0.53 29.99 52.72 16.65 11 .5 18.49 62.36 18.93
29 0.72 19.55 53.90 25.92 12.3 16.64 62.03 21.52
30 0.66 19.53 53.87 25.94 12.3 16.54 61.98 21 .48
31 0.13 18.66 50.84 30.24 12.4 5.36 56.84 37.80
32' 0.23 18.69 50.85 30.24 12.4 5.42 57.08 37.74
33 0.22 18.60 50.77 30.20 12.4 5.48 57.08 37.90
34 0.42 19.83 45.06 34.68 12.6 9.38 52.60 38.02
35 0.47 22.56 48.97 27.92 12.2 10.56 56.64 32.80
36 0.44 20.18 45.57 33.70 12.6 9.57 53.08 37.36
37 0.43 22.21 46.97 30.39 12.3 13.04- 54.35 32.61
38 0.49 22.42 47.00 30.19 12.3 13.88 54.33 31.99
39 0.51 22.00 46.27 31.35 12.4 14.47 54.06 31.47
40 0.24 15.84 37.12 46.81 12.8 20.22 53.18 26.59
41 0.33 15.79 37.17 46.71 12.8 20.31 53.12 26.56

TABLE 4 PART 3

Values of all of the variables for each precinct



PRECINCT VARIABLES (See text for names of variables)
25 26 27 28 29 30

1 5,670 58.80 4.13 21.66 64.99 19.91
2 5,870 58.95 4.14 18.90 63.12 20.55
3 4,160 55.99 12.30 51.39 52.70 17.68
4 4,080 55.92 12.70 35.01 34.12 11.57
5 7,070 59.91 4.23 2.81 57.59 27.56
6 7,070 59.93 4.27 3.49 70.78 34.05
7 5,500 57.12 5.34 20.91 63.58 21 .19
8 5,500 57013 5.35 19.12 57.88 19.25
9 6,000 55.47 3.44 11 .08 52.98 19.32

10 6,250 54.71 2.49 11 .85 77.36 29.03
11 6,030 52.28 3.58 21.49 92.41 31.50
12 4,910 59 0 22 10.92 31.47 58~48 10.63
13 5,200 59.69 7.22 36.92 49.78 12.53
14 7,350 13.71 3.10 22.65 56.73 2-4.89
15 5,610 58.11 . 4.65 20.83 42.71 12.35
16 5,540 58.40 5.07 26.84 50.63 14.43
17 5,610 58.13 4.69 25.65 52.69 15.25
18 5,890 57.30 5.01 22.61 60.90 19.28
19 5,710 56.26 4.55 23.86 51.72 19.31
20 6,320 57.56 4.35 25.95 58.33 20.00
21 11,370 52.86 1.03 3.82 54.35 45.01
22 10,690 52.89 1.24 5.31 52.17 40.10
23 7,160 54.16 2.34 14.69 59.32 31.07
24 4,940 58.55 8.07 32.45 55.00 12.55
25 6,210 58.50 5.48 15.25 67.26 17.34
26 6,210 58.49 :-5~53 .; 15~ 15 6G.67 "11~22

27 6,280 58.43 4.88 13.56 66.85 18.64
28 6,210 58.55 5.56 16.21 71.88 18.55
29 6,560 57.70 1.80 6.44 69.49 25.59
30 6,560 57.71 .~ 1 .75 .• 6·~22(,: g7~36 25.04
31 7,900 58.42 2.52 3.14 62.56 33.33
32 7,900 58.43 2.38 3.30 64.76 34.36
33 7,900 58.50 2.45 3.25 61 .79 32.93
34 8,220 57.18 1.92 4.21 59.03 35.67
35 7,490 58.19 2.20 4.47 62.15 34.58
36 8,110 57.31 2.05 4.43 60.97 36.50
37 7,220 58.74 2.61 6.77 56.48 34.62
38 7,070 58.99 2.80 7.40 56.32 35.02
39 6,930 57.12 2.79 6.54 53.16 31.65
40 6,170 48.91 3.31 2.38 43.84 16.20
41 6,170 48.92 3.28 5.37 98.32 36.24

TABLE 4 PART 4

Values of all of the variables for each precinC?t



PRECINCT CANDIDATES

CARTER HIGHTOWER 67 KNEDJ SCHRIER 67
HAMILTON 67 HOOGENDOORN MACHIN TRIESTRAM 67

1 38.97 25.64 31 .79 31 .79 13.33 26.15 53.33 50.76
2 46.19 37.61 36.19 30.00 21 .66 36.90 60.47 52.14
3 16.33 21 .89 45.42 34.96 14.70 33.66 20.58 20.58
4 21.02 30.11 41.47 25.00 19.31 27.84 30.68 23.86
5 59.04 29.86 29.63 31 .22 28.50 31 .90 75.79 60.40
6 56.01 42.40 36.39 33.54 26.89 34.81 65.50 54.11
7 36.84 26.31 38.10 47.36 22.94 29.68 50.31 43.15
8 41.80 26.36 34.67 40.61 23.75 31 .59 61.04 45.13
9 50.85 35.51 44.88 42.04 27.55 1~5.17 59.94 47.72

10 51.52 39.29 38.82 40.47 35.05 46.35 66.11 50.58
11 30.32 64.91 59.14 41.85 49.62 59.14 44.11 25.31
12 44.60 35.97 41.72 33.09 30.93 37.41 59.71 48.20
13 59.43 26.50 28.91 27.71 18.87 31.32 70.28 63.45
14 30.05 57.73 59.52 50.00 44.94 60.41 41.36 34.52
15 35.98 53.63 50.51 41 .52 40.13 57.09 46.36 31 .83
16 51 .97 41.03 39.81 35.25 31 .30 37.68 62.00 48.93
17 51.37 35.17 43.10 36.89 24.13 43.44 65.17 54.48
18 61.94 23.88 30.97 31.49 20.20 30.97 77 .16 64.82
19 63.20 36.20 31 .75 28.48 27.59 33.23 71 .51 56.08
20 44.56 38.24 45.61 43.85 29.82 49.47 54.38 41.75
21 19.94 70.14 64.52 52.20 59.17 68.54 34.00 21 .41
22 24.95 67.03 62.19 41~. 87 65.17 60.52 37.24 27.56
23 39.05 47.53 46.94 42.40 44.37 48.71 55.81 46.54
24 57.33 31 .05 26.27 24.23 15.35 28.32 67.23 51 .53
25 54.46 28.92 31 .07 32.30 23.69 33.53 71 .69 60.61
26 53.03 32.07 28.03 29.04 27.02 34.59 70.95 58.08
27 57.18 36.07 33.43 26.68 26.39 37.53 73.90 59.53
28 56.65 34.23 30.29 30.54 28.57 37.19 75.86 60.83
29 50.90 44.46 41.48 34.54 39.50 46.44 63.14 48.92
30 52.41 35.97 34.62 34.42 29.78 37.13 70.21 53.96
31 53.54 38.67 33.63 32.95 31 .35 39.13 68.42 58.12
32 45.11 49.32 43.30 37.29 45.26 46.46 59.54 46.16
33 43.83 50.00 41.78 35.95 39.72 40.75 60.95 47.26
34 49.06 40.93 39.37 35.78 36.25 43.59 62.65 52.81
35 53.56 36.52 34.95 32.52 31 .47 40.52 65.91 56.86
36 32.67 62.64 57.10 42.18 60.36 57.52 42.89 28.97
37 35.00 60.38 54.42 41 .73 52.11 58.46 45.00 33.26
38 58.46 40.40 30.47 28.89 28.44 36.11 71 .33 58.46
39 32.01 59.71 57.07 45.56 51 .31 57.55 42.92 32.97
40 32.66 54.58 57.87 38.39 46.84 41.83 1~6.27 34.95
41 25.08 59.28 63.51 50.16 56.35 63.19 42.67 27.36

TA8LE 4 PART 5

Percentages voting for each candidate in each precinct



PRECINCT CANDIDATES

VAN ZOEREN UlH ITTEN 8RADlEY DODGE
UlAlTERS 67 YNTEft1A 8USHEll HAmILTON 69

1 25.12 34.87 44.10 20.00 67.34 42.85 37.24 45.40
2 25.95 39.52 44.52 24.28 63.93 52.22 35.59 49.18
3 14.70 13.39 80.06 19.60 83.26 52.09 17 .49 46.76
4 15.90 13.63 73.29 22.72 78.01 44.68 18.43 46.09
5 26.01 50.22 34.38 25.56 48.57 46.73 47.95 52.44
6 31.32 48.73 37.34 27.53 48.73 50.14 38.87 55.21
7 24.42 34.94 56.63 21.68 65.90 41.32 30.99 44.21
8 29.45 38.95 46.79 26.36 60.65 44.11 34.33 42.35
9 34.94 40.90 39.20 38.35 61 .65 53.09 34.80 56.04

10 30.58 45.41 36.70 33.88 56.94 50.79 42.36 53.75
11 49.87 25.56 46.86 56.39 69.76 58.60 20.00 75.81
12 30.21 44.60 43.16 27.33 53.29 46.70 32.33 59.28
13 23.29 59.43 26.50 27.30 44.70 43.31 41.47 44.23
14 47.91 28.86 44.34 55.35 63.03 54.84 2l~. 84 68.18
15 47.05 33.91 42.90 45.32 64.54 61 .53 23.07 67.89
16 29.48 50.45 29.78 34.95 46.73 44.32 43.29 51 .89
17 30.34 44.48 36.89 33.79 55.71 49.28 35.71 58.21
18 18.11 59.58 30.44 23.35 37.70 42.62 48.08 42.62
19 29.08 58.16 25.81 29.97 38.29 35.12 47.15 50.63
20 39.64 35.43 41 .75 38.94 59.66 54.57 32.88 61 .01
21 62.24 22.08 44.17 59.43 64.98 54.06 19.44 77.62
22 62.56 24.20 42.83 53.63 64.15 50.71 16.84 78.31
23 50.29 42.01 41 .02 36.29 55.01 47.03 35.17 59.30
24 21.84 49.14 37.54 18.77 55.59 47.20 40.37 48.44
25 22.46 53.53 30.76 22.76 48.97 47.23 l~4. 31 50.72
26 26.51 48.48 32.32 23.23 49.74 46.70 46.70 48.22
27 30.49 53.37 27.27 26.68 45.72 41.88 42.18 52.21
28 20.93 54.43 29.80 27.58 44.32 45.43 46.77 51.44
29 37,19 43.30 35.20 33.05 54.39 47.39 38.00 59.01
30 36.75 53.19 31.72 26.69 46.43 45.15 42.96 53.74
31 38.21 51.94 32.03 30.66 52.29 45.22 39.12 57.06
32 40.45 46.01 34.88 38.34 50.81 45.49 40.30 58.60
33 38.69 45.20 34.24 39.38 52.59 49.67 40.58 59.09
34 39.06 54.21 38.59 34.84 52.88 50.60 38.90 57.20
35 31.30 53.73 32.17 30.08 53.47 47.88 41.69 56.19
36 52.84 30.53 38.49 47.58 58.47 49.16 27.50 71.38
37 47.50 37.30 38.26 41.92 57.44 50.24 27.33 68.41
38 33.63 55.53 24.15 24.15 51 .30 49.29 38.43 59.95
39 51 .67 33.81 42.56 50.83 65.73 55.46 24.51 74.30
40 52.86 38.68 49.85 54.87 66.79 51 .05 23.94 70.89
41 53.74 27.36 44.62 57.65 63.05 51.60 23.89 69.67

TA8lE 4 PART 6

Percentages voting for each candidate in each precinct



PRECINCT CANDIDATES

HIGHTOUJER 69 SCHARFF TRIESTRAM 69 WALTERS 69
OOSTERBAAN SCHRIER 69 VAN HAAFTEN UJOLPE

1 51.02 43.36 29.08 29.08 45.91 34.18 33.16 45.40
2 48.71 47.30 30.44 34.89 39.81 48.00 37.70 49.18
3 59.31 38.78 16.34 10.64 22.81 35.74 22.05 42.20
4 53.19 34.75 9.92 25.53 21.27 36.17 21.27 41 .13
5 48.97 47.34 41 .83 47.95 48.36 44.89 51 .63 42.65
6 50.14 49.57 36.61 44.22 47.60J 46.47 46,19 49.01
7 50.20 44.83 28.51 36.15 39.66 40.90 38.22 41.32
8 43.35 50.12 30.82 35.09 41 .10 44.36 38.84 41 .10
9 58.11 53.68 35.69 37.75 40.11 55.-t6: 45;.13 51 .62

10 48.05i 54 0 89 38.49 50.56 46.24 50.79 44.64 41.00,
11i 70.23 67.20 23.48 29.53 28.13 69.30 30.00 56.74
12 56:.88 52.09 26.94 43.11: 41 .91 55.68 38.92 49.10
13 43.31 43.77 40.09 50.69 51 .61 46.08 53.45 40.55
14 66.06 68.18 28.48 31 .81 35.75 63.93 37.57 46'. 36~
15 61 .87 5O.86 27.42" 33.77 32.10 7,0.23 35,.45 47.15
16 46:.39 43.64 38.48 51 .89 50.51 46.04 48.10 38.83
17 52.14 53.21 34.64 46.78 44.64 47.85 41.78 49.64
18 40.98 42.62 46.72 59.28 59.56 46.72 57.37 32.51
19 37.34 41.77 47.78 57.91 58.22 50.63 59.49 34.17
20 59.32 54.91 29.49 39.66 39.66 52.20 41.35 43.38
21 72.17 70.97 24.10 27.69 27.96 72.17 31 .15 52006
22 70.25 70.78 25.44 26.1 6, 29.21 75.44 33.69 51 .61
23 52.14 62.16 35.37 42.12. 45.60 56.23 46.42 43.14
24 42.85 47.20 35.09 40.68 41 .61 47.51 46.89 42.54
25 45.18 48.97 41.69 48.97 54.~1 45.18 49.56 41.39
26 42.13 51 .77 36.54 47.71 53.04 58.88 54.06 41 .87
27 44.24 48.08 38.34 52.80 59.58 53.09 51 .91 40.11
28 48.55 50.55 42.31 49.66 55.01 53.22 54.78 41.42
29 49.77 51.86 37.10 45.60 46.94 53.50 52.30 45045
30 42.96 54.29 45.15 50.63 56.48 49.72 58.31 38.93
31 50 ..19 54.19 44.46 43.89 47.70 54.58 48.85 46.94
32 52. ~.8 . 58.46 43.44 47.40 46.17 55.87 49.59 40.43
33 50.97 49.35 39.61 47.07 52.59 54.22 51.29 39.61
34 51.44 60.51 38.04 44.23 49.27 55.90 51.58 40.20
35 50.45 55.58 37.76 47.73 49.09 49.39 50.75 44 0 71
36 62.36 68~88 31.94 36.52 36.80 70 0 13 40.27 42 077
37 61.21 65.30 20'.45 36.49 36.66 62.52 41 .08 45.99
38 50.50 55.73 34.40 45.67 47.48 48.2B 46.07 43.05
39 64 •. 56 70.34 28.05 32.54 34.47 63.38 39.29 53.74
40 65.60 62.83 31 .61 31.87 33.20 61.11 38.35 55.42
41 60.64 61.44 42.16 30.12 36.54 61 .24 38.75 53.61

TABLE 4 PART 7

Percentages voting for each candidate in each precinct



CHAPTER 5: VARIABLES

For the benefit of those who have not previously studied

these elections it should be noted that municipal elections

in Kalamazoo are on a nonpartisan basis, however the beginnings

of partisanship, or factionalism as it is termed in the

Federalist Papers, were apparent in these two elections. The

election is to fill seven seats on the .City Commission. All

candidates run from the city at large and those receiving the

seven highest numbers of votes are declared elected, with the

highest and second highest vote-getters being declared Mayor

and Vice-Mayor respectively. In 1967 four out of a field of

eighteen candidates ran on mutually supporting platforms. All

four won and dominated the commission for the next two years

on a four to three basis. These four were Paul J. Schrier,

Mayor, Donald H. Triestram, Vice-Mayor, Ty R. Carter, and

Edwin L. Walters, Commissioners. In 1969, essentially the

same group of candidates were supported by a Taxpayer's;

Protection Association, so to simplify nomenclature they will

be referred to for both elections as the Taxpayer$,AsBociation

candidates. The other three commissioners elected were

margaret Machin, Francis P. Hamilton, and Raymond L. Hightower.

The five other candidates included in this stUdy are Joseph

W. Whitten, Charles Van Zoeren, Jacob Hoogendoorn, Russell

P. Kneen, and otto Yntema. The last eight candidates mentioned

were also mutually supporting in that election. In 1969 a

group of various citizen coalitions formed a larger coalition
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which was the leading force in opposition to the Taxpayers

Association candidates and, attempting to support a broadly

basad opposition eventually supported the following seven

candidates: Gilbert Bradley, Jr., Bertha Bushell, Francis

P. Hamilton (incumbent), Raymond L. Hightower (incumbent),

John Oosterbaan, Garret Van Haaften and Howard E. Wolpe.

The Taxpayers' Association candidates wished to replace retiring

incumbent Ty Carter with Earl F. Dodge and supported candidate

Hamilton C. Scharff. The election voted in the entire slate

of seven coalition candidates with Hamilton as Mayor and

Bradley as Vice-Mayor and defeated all five of the Taxpayers.

Association candidates, turning Commission control upside

down.

1. Percentage of the registered voters voting in the 1967

election.

This variable and variable 3 relating to the 1969

election were included to: determine if support for a certain

candidate tended to go along with a greater tendency to

vote, whether this changed from one election to the other

and whether this might account for the marked difference

in results between the two elections.



Positive correlations
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Correlations not deemed significant

1.Kneen 67
2 ..Van Zoeren 67
3.00sterbaan 69
4 •.Hamil ton 67
5.Hamilton 69
6.Yntema 6.7
7 •.Van Haaften 69
8..fi1achin 67
9.Hightower 67

10.Hoogenqoorn 67
11.Hightower 69

+.665
+.634
+.628
+.618
+ •.547
+.529
+.525:·
+.518
+.470
+.427
+.404

Bushell 69
Wolpe 69
Bradley 69
Walters 69
Scharff 69
Whitten 67
Triestram 69
Schrier 69
Wal ters 6.7
Dodge 69
Schrier 67
Triestram 67
Carter 67

TABLE '5

+.186
+.174
+.046
+.041
+.021
-.076
-.111
- .121
-·.160
-.207
-.231
-.280'
-.287

3. Percentage of the registered voters voting in the 1969
election .'

Positive correlations Correlations not deemed significant

1.Kneen 67 +.711
2.00sterbaan 69 +.68&
3 •.Van Zoeren 67 +• 682
4.Hamilton 67 +.669
5.Hamilton 69 +.619
6.Van Haaften 69 +.604
7.Machin 67 +.576
8.Yntema 67 +.531
9. Hightower 67 .+ •. 478

10. Hoogendoorn 67' +.46:0
11.Hightower 69 +.450

Bus:hell 69
Wolpe 69
Walters 69
Bradley 69
Scharff 69
Whitten 67
Triestram 69
Schrier 69
Walters 67
Dodge 69
Schrier 67
Carter 67
Triestram 67

TABLE 0;

+.215
+.21'0
+.030
+.029
-.006i
-·.107
-.134
- .141
-.182
-.234
-.236
-.292
-.303

The most obvious and surprising thing about these two sets

of correlations is their extreme similarity. There was

clearly no big change in turnout of voters which caused the

difference between the two elections. Another thing which

becomes apparent is that those candidates who correlate

most highly with the percentage turnout in both elections
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are those who can be characterized as the most .moderate.

None of the Taxpayers Association candidates in either election

correlated with the percent turnout and neither did Bushell,

Wolpa, or 8radl~y who were supported by the coalition primarily

because of their appeal to the specific interests of labor,

college-oriented voters, and blacks. The third conclusion

which can be drawn from these tables is that there were no·

candidates who correlated negatively and significantly with

the pBrcent turnout in either election.

2. The average number of votes per voter in the 1967 election.

This variable was picked partly because the slogan

of the Taxpayers Association candidates in the 1967 election

wa~ "Vote for four and no more." If this advice was followed

~y the people who voted for them, it would be shown by a

high negative correlation. Another factor which enters in

here and complicates the linearity of this correlation is

the practice of "bullet" voting, in which voters cast only

one of their seven ballots for the one candidate they prefer

and leave their other six uncast.

'- ,_..- ..... -.... .-- ....----_..----- .
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Positive correlations Correlations not
deemed significant

Negative correlation

1.0osterbaan 69 +.802 Bushell 69 +.398 1.lUhitten 67' -.523
2.Van Haaften 69 +.798 Hightower 69 +.395
3.Van Zoeren 67 +.788 Scharff 6:9 +.348
4.Kneen 67 +.76'3 Walters 6H +.293
5.Hamilton 67 +.74-7 Schrier 6.9 +.215
6.Hamilton 69 +.746 Ulalters 67' +.161
7.Yntema 67; +.728 Triestram 69 +.110
8.Machin 67 +.727 Schrier 67 +.109
9.Hoogendoorn 67 +.499 Carter 6il +.049

10.Hightower 67 +.489 Dodge 69 -.021
11.Ulolpe 69 +.428 Triestram 67 -.040

Bradley 69 - •.288

TABLE T

4.· The average number of votes' per voter in the 1969 election.

Positive correlations Correlations not
deemed significant

Negative correlations

1 •.Van Haaften 69 +.686 Walters 67 +.386 1.Whitten 67 -.693
2 •.Qosterbaan 69 +.674 Schrier 67 +.334 2.Bradley 69 -.460
3.Van Z'oeren 67- +.606 Triestram 69 +.329
4.Hamilton 6'9 +.594 Bushell 69 +.315
5.Kneen 67: +.590 Wolpe 69 +.292
5.Hamilton 67 +. 565~ Hoogendoorn 67 +.290
7.• Machin 67 +.553 Carter 67-' +.280
8.Yntema 67 +.548 Hightower 67 +.252
9.Scharff 69 +.521 Dodge 69 +.218

10.Ulalters 69 +.504 Hightower 69 +.210
11.Schrier 69 +.400 Triestram 67 +.198

TABLE 8

It is fairly obvious from this display that Bradley and Whitten,

the two black candidates, both benefitted from bullet voting

and were the only one~ to do so, Whitten more so than Bradley

and in substantially the same precincts in both elections,

because of the relatively high negative correlation between

Whitten, who ran in 1967, and the 1969 average number of

votes per voter. It is fairly safe to assume that a large

proPQrtion of the black voters voted only for the black candidate.
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The correlations which are significant are noticeably

higher in the 1967 election than in the 1969 election, but

this could be accounted for by the fact that the Taxpayers

Association candidates in 1969 w~re advocating rtvote for

five" and did not emphasizE it as much in the campaign aa

the "vote for four~ slogan in the previous election. One

noteworthy fact is that while all the coalition candidates

were urging the voters to vote for all of the others, only

three correlated significantly with this variable in 1969,

leaving Bushell, Wolpe and Hightower in the "not significant"

category.

5. Number of persons. living in housing units per occupied

housing unit

It is not necessary to list the candidates for this

variable, as none of them were considered to be significantly

correlated and the total range was a: minis'cule .275 fItom

- • 159 to +. 11 6 •.
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~. The percentage of housing units vacant

Positive correlation Correlations not
deemed significant

Negative correlations.

1~Whitten 67 +.42~ Bradley 69
Hightower fig
Bushell 69
Hightower 67
Walpe 69
Carter 6!J
Triestram 6)1
Schrier 69
Dodge 69
Schrier 67.'

.Yntema 6!J
Walters &7
Hoo'gendoorn 6i1

,machin', 67
Triestram 6:9
Hamil ton 6:9
Hamilton 67
Van Haaft en 59

TABLE· 9;

+.293
-.OmB
-.073
-.104
-.1 to
-.149
-.153
-.198
-.220
-.224
-·.250
-.268
-.270
-.296
-.320
-.328
-~330

-.340

1.Scharff 69
2.'Oosterbaan
3.Van Zoeren
4.Kneen 67
5.tUalters 6.9

-.465
69 -.440
6:7 - .436)

-.420
-.409

There is not a great deal of significant information here.

The ~nly noticeable facts seem to be that no one correlates

vary highly with thi~ variable, and the two black candidates

are the only ones who correlate positively at all •.

7. The perce ntag a 0 rhousingunits ina 8,0 un d con di t ion

In the city as a whole, the overwhelming majority of

the units were in a: snund con.dition. Only in three precincts

did the percentage drop below 60, in more than half of the

precincts the percentage was greater than 90 and in three

precincts it was greater than 99.
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Positive correlations Correlations not
deemed significant

Negative correlations

1.0osterbaan 69
2.Van Zoeren 67
3.Kneen 67
4.Hamilton 67
5.Yntema 6Tl
6•.Hamil ton 69
7.Van Haaften 69
8.Scharff 69
9.rnachin 67

+.536
+.529
+.486
+.465
+.428
+.427
+.422
+.418
+.406

Hoogendoorn 67
Wal ters 69
Triestram 69
Wolpe fi9
Schrier 6:7
Hightower 6.7
Schrier 69
Walters 67
Dodge 69
Carter 6~

Hightower 6B
Bushell 69
Triestram 61
Bradley 69

TABLE 10

+.369
+.354
+.257
+.244
+.213
+.210
+.200
+ .198
+.174
+.145
+ .143
+.128
+.106
-.260

1.Whitten 67 -.499

Again, this variable seems mainly to differentiate the black

candidates from the others. The blacks seem to be the only

candidats$ who tend to receive higher percentages of the

vote in precincts which have lower percentages of sound

housing. There is another minor grouping of the "moderates"

high and the "special interest" candidates low, but Scharff,

considered previously a special interest candidate, appears

high while Hightower, considered a moderate, appears low.

8. The percentage of housing units in a deteriorating condition •.

It was hoped that this variable and the next would

serve to distinguish those precincts on their way downhill

from those in the worst condition.



Correlations not
deemed significant
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Negative correlations

Whitten 67
Bradley 69
Triestram 67
Carter 67
Walters 67
Schrier 69
Schrier 67
Dodge 69
Triestram 6-9
Bushell 69
Wal ters: 69
Hightower 69
Wolpe 69
Scharff 69
Hightower fi1
Van Haaften 69
Hoogendoorn 67
Machin 6:7

+.263
+.085
+.064
+.041
-·.001
--.024
-.025
- •.026
-.101
-.139
-.189
-.232
-.247
-.259
-.296
-.346
-.363
-.399

1 • Kneen 67'
2.Van Zoeren 67
3.0osterbaan 69
4.Hamilton 67
5.Hamilton 69
6.Yntema 67

TABLE 11

-.497
-.487
-.482
-·.463
-.430
-.422

None of these correlations is very large. The only patt-ern

seems to be the moderaire-special interest polar.ization wi th

black candidates as the extreme of special interest.

9. The percentage of housing units in a dilapidated condition.

Positive correlations Correlations not
deemed significant

Negative correlations

1.Whitten 67 +.689
2.8radley 69 +.428

Hightower 69
Hightower 67
Bushell 69
Wolpe 69
Hoogendoorn 67
Triestram 67
Machin 67
Hamilton 69
Yntema 67
Dodge 69
Kneen 67
Hamilton 67
Carter 67
Schrier 69

TABLE 12

+.013
-.040
-.078
-.179
-.2B2
-.308
-.311
-.312
-.326
-.330
-.348
-.3~B

-.357
-.385

1.Scharff 69
2.Walters 69
3.0osterbaan 69
4.Van Zoeren 61
5.Van Haaften 69
6:,.lUal ters 67
7.Schrier 67
8.Triestram 68

-.526;
-.484
-.470
-.449
-.418
-.412
-.411
- .401
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The dilapidated housing variable seems to separate the black

candidates from the others, but does not differentiate any

other obvious category.

10. The percentage of housing units which are owner occupied.

None of these correlations was considered significant.

They ranged from - •.236 to +.381, with the two black candidates

(Whitten,-.236, Bradley,-.155) and Bushell (-.004) having

the only negative correlations.

11. The average value of owner occupied housing units

This va~iable was hoped to give some rough measure

of relative wealth.

Positive correlations Correlations not Negative correlations
deemed significant

1~Kneen 67
2'~Hamilton 67
3.Van Zoeren 67
4~ Hamilton 6,9
5.Yntema 67
6'.Machin 67
7.Van Haaften 69
8.0osterbaan 69
9.Hightower 67

10.Hightower 69
11.Hoogendoorn 67
12.Wolpe 69
13.Bushell 69

+•.943
+.928
+•.906
+•.899
+ .851
+.851
+.847
+.847
+.787
+.724
+.,628
+.527
+ .. 470

Bradley 69
Whitten 6)7
Scharff 69
Walters 69
Schrier 69
Walters 67
Triestram 69

TABLE 13

+.158
-.068
- •.119
-.185
-,.293
-.366
-.372

1.Triestram 67 -.555.
2.0odge 69 -.503
3.Carter 67 -.482
4.Schrier 67 -.442

This is the most useful variable for differentiating the

candidates. All the coalition candidates correlate positively

with average value of homes, all the Taxpayers Association

candidates correlate negatively and the black candidates
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have linear correlations close to zero. As has already been

demonstrated, this is because they drew support from both

the lowest and the highest precincts on the scale and substantially

less from the middle precincts. A second observation is

that all five of the candidates who ran in both elections

decreased the absolute value of their correlation between

1967" and 1969. This could result from a decrease in the

ideological basis of the election, but it is more likely

a result of a continuing gradual decreass in validity of

the data on which these correlations are based, the 1960

census.

12. The percentage of housing units: which are renter occupied

None of these correlations was considered significant.

They ranged from -.349 to +.1~5 with the two black candidates

(Whitten,+.185 and Bradley,+.119) and Bus;hell (+.019) having

the only posdtive correlations~

13. The average monthly rent paid for renter occupied housing

units

None'of these correlations was considered significant.

They ranged from -.278 to +.341 with the two black candidates

(Whitten,-.278 and Bradley,-.164) having the only negaftive

correlations.
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14. The percentage of housing units occupied by nonwhites.

This variable waa included in the hopes of discovering

how much the support for the nonwhite candidates was based

on the nonwhi te precincts, and which candidates· had least

appeal to the nonwhite precincts.

Positive correlations Correlations not
deemed significant

Negative correlations

1.Whitten 67 +.808
2.Bradley 69 +.626

Hightower 69
Bushell 6.9
Hightower 67
Wolpe 69
Hoogendoorn 67
Triestram 617
Machin 67
Dodge 69
Yntema 6:7

TABLE 14

+.013
-·.063
-·.072
-.115
- .121
-.358
-.366
-.367
-.398

1 • Schrier 69 -·.605
2. Wal ters: 69 -.591
3.Scharff 69 -.560
4. Van Haaften 6,9· -.537
5.Walters 67 -.524
6.Schrier 67 -.499
7.0osterbaan 69 -.492
8.Triestram 69 -.463
9.Van Zoeren 67 -.461

10.Kneen 67 -.452
11.Carter 67 -.442
12.Hamilton 67 -.434
13.Hamilton 69 -.406

It ia clear that Bradley and Whitten did gain a great deal

of support from those precincts most heavily nonwhite.

Bradley, however, gained a much wider support in the white

precincts, which made his correlation lower than Whitten's.

It is also safe to conclude that, in ·1969 Hightower, Bushell

and Walpe and, in 1967, Hightower and Hoogendoorn were the

only white candidates whose support was not significantly

lower in the nonwhite precincts.
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15. The percentage of housing units occupied by an average

of 1.01 or more persons per room

Positive correlation Correlations not Negative correlations
deemed significant

1.Whitten 67 +.412 Bradley 69
Triesitram 67
Dodge 69
Carter 67
Schrier 67
Triestram 69
Ulalters 67
Ulolpe 69
Schrier 69
Scharff 69
Walters 69
Bushell 69
Hightower 69

+.241
+.117
+.105
+.027
-.010
-.053
-.055
-.173
-.201
-,.206
-·,.211
-.261
-.277

1.Van Haaften 69
2.Machin 67
3.Yntema 67
4.Van Zoeren 67
5.0osterbaan 69
6.Kneen 67
7.Hamilton 67
8.Hamilton 69
9.Hoogendoorn 67

10.Hightower 6.7

-.763
-.662;
-0632
-.626
- .610
-.607
-.599
-.546
-.437
-.428

TABLE 15

This appears to be. another variable which differentiates

mainly between "moderates" and "special interest" candidates.

16. The percentage of the population of foreign stock

Positive correlations Correlations not
deemed significant

Negative correlations

1.Walters 69 +.449
2.Schrier 69 +.404

Triestram 69
Walters 67
Scharff 69
Schrier 67
Triestram 67
Oosterbaan 69
Van Haaften 69
Dodge 69
Carter 67
Hoogendoorn 67,
Van Zoeren 67
Machin 67
Kneen 67
Yntema 67
Hamilton 67
Hamilton 69
Hightower 67
Hightower 69
Bushell 69
Ulolpe 69

TABLE 16

+.398
+.348
+.344
+.277
+.272
+.268
+.267
+.266
+.263
+.255
+.224
+.188
+.176
+.132
+.124
+.049
-.028
-.149
-.207
-.324

1.Whitten 67 -.500
2.8radley 69 -.461
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This variable bears some strong resemblance to variable 14,

percentage nonwhite, except reversed. Some possible explanations

might be that those of foreign stock tend to live in precincts

with fewer nonwhites, or that those of foreign stock tend

to view nonwhites as a more direct threat than do whites

as a wholeo

17. The percentage of the population over 25 years of age

who hav~ had no schooling

This variable and the four following were selected

to determine if amount of schooling was related to support

for any of the candidates. The category "median number of

years of school cbmpleted" was ~x~ected to demonstrate any

direct linear relationships between support f~b a particular

candidate and amount of schooling. The other four categories,

no· schooling, elementary schooling, high schooling and college

were only included to determine if there were any candidates

with large appeal to any particular spectrum of the schooling

continuum. For example it was suspected that either Hightower

or Wolpe, both college teachers, might draw considerable

support from the college educated group.
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Positive correlations Correlations not
deemed significant

Negative correlations

1.Whitten 67 +.565 Hightower 69 +.156 1.Scharff 69 -.499
2.8radley 69 +.487 Hightower 67 +.122 2.lHalters 69 -.483

Bushell 69 +.119 3.Walters 67 - .476
Hoogendoorn 67 +.094 4.Schrier 69 -.460
Wolpe 69 -.044 5.Schrier 67 -.440
Machin 67 -.060 6.Triestram 69 -.416
Yntema 67 - .061
Hamilton 67 -.149
Hamilton 69 -.155
Oosterbaan 69 -.162
Van Zoeren 67 -.216
Van Haaften 69 -.223
Kneen 67 - .231
Triestram 67 -.337
Dodge 69 -.369
Carter 67 -.394

TABLE'17

18. The percentage of the population over 25 years of age

who have had some schooling, but not beyond eighth grade

Positive correlation Correlations not
deemed significant

Negati ve correlations:

1.Whitten 67 +.490 Bradley 69
Triestram 67
Dodge 69
Carter 67
Schrier 67
Triestram 69
Walters 67
Schrier 69
Bushell 69
Walters 69
Hoogendoorn 67
Hightower 69
Wolpe 69
Scharff 69
Hightower 67

TABLE 18

+.282
-.003
-.038
-.062
-.127
-.156
-.185
-.220
-0279
-.291
-.308
-.312
-.338
- .341
-0349

1.Van Zoeren 67
2.Kneen 67
3.Hamilton 69
4.0os-terbaan 69
5.Hamilton 67
6.Van Haaften 69
7.machin 67
8.Yntema 67

-.670
-.666
- .647
- .623
-.620
-.613
-.551
-.546
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19 •. The percentage of the population over 25 years of age

who have had some schooling beyond eighth grade; but none

beyond twelfth grade

Positive correlations Correlations not
deemed significant

Negative correlations

1.Triestram 69
2.00dge 69
3.Schrier 67
4.Triestram 67
5.Walters 69
6.lUalters 67
7.Carter 67
8.Schrier 69
9.Scharff 69

+.761
+.750
+.744
+.720
+.716
+.715
+.703
+.670
+.610

Van Haarten 69
Oosterbaan 69
Kneen 67
Hamilton 67
Van Zoeran 67
Hamilton 69
UJolpe 69
Bushell 69
Machin 67

TABLE 19

-.231
-.248
-.287
-.330
-.337
-.355
-.360
-.366,
-.394

1.Bradley 69
2.Hightower 67
3.UJhitten 67
4.Hightower 69
5.Hoogendoorn 67
6.Yntema 67

-.638
-.625
-.625
-.613
-.518
- .479

20. The percentage or the population over 25 years of age

who have completed some education beyond high school

Positive correlations Correlations not
deemed significant

1.Van Zoeren 67
2.Hamilton 69
3.Kneen 67
4.Yntema 67
5.Hamilton 67
6.Machin 67
7.0osterbaan 69
8.Van Haaften 69
9. Hightower &7

10.Hightower 69
11.Hoogendoorn 67
12.UJolpe 69
13.8ushell 69

+.820
+.810
+.788
+.768
+.766
+ .. 725
+.716
+.6B2
+.654
+.613
+.559
+.510
+.438

Scharff 69
Bradley 69
UJalters 69
Schrier 69
Walters 67
Whitten 67
Triestram 69
Schrier 67
Carter 67
Dodge 69
Triestram 67

TABLE 20

+.042
+.034
-.078
-.109
- .158
-.170
-.226
-.240
-.276
- .341
- .351



21. The median number of years of schooling completed by

those over 25 years of age.

Positive correlations Correlations not
deemed significant

Negative correlations

1.Hamilton 69
2.Kneen 67
3.Van Zoeren 67
4.Hamilton 67
5.0osterbaan 69
6.Van Haaften 69
7.Machin 67
8.Yntema 67
9.Hightower 67

10.Hightower 69

+.710
+.709
+.708
+.676
+.673
+.669
+.6:34
+.612
+.427
+.404

lUolpe 69
Hoogendoorn 67
Bushell 69
Scharff 69
UJalters 69
Schrier 69
lUalters 67
Triestram 69
Schrier 67
Carter 67
Dodge 69
Triestram 67
Bradley 69

TABLE 21

+.375
+.368
+.368
+.249
+.202
+.153
+.093
+.067
+.043
-.012
-.044
-.079
-.215

1.UJhitten 67 -.437

Among these five variables, the single most useful one appears

to be the percentage of high school educated, which correlates.

very highly with the Taxpayers Association candidates and

negatively with all the others. As was expected, the categories

"no schooling" and "median years of schooling" did not prove

as useful as the other three. Elementary schooling correlated

more highly with the black candidates than with any other,

while college education correlated most highly. with the

coalition candidates.

22. The percentage of families whose income in 1959 was:

less than $4,000

This variable and the three following were selected

to .test relationships between income and voting patterns.

As in the schooling variables, the first variables dealing

with percentage~ of the population with low p middle, or
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high income were intended to show relationships which might

be obscured by the linearity of the correlation coefficient

when comparing with median income.

Positive correlation Correlations not
deemed significant

Negative correlations

1.UJhitten 67 +.508 Bradley 69 +.349 1.Kneen 61 -.555
Bushell 69 -.120 2.0osterbaan 69 -.552
UJolpe 69 -.127 3.Van Zoeren 67 -.532
Tries·tram 67 -.139 4.Hamilton 67 -.505
Carter 67 -.145 5.Van Haaften 69 -.474
Hightower 69 -.159 6.Hamilton 69 -.459
Hightower 67 -.166 7.Scharff 69 -.407
Dodge 69 -.189
Schrier 67 -.212
Hoogendoorn 67 -.236
Schrier 69 -.247
UJalters 67 -.253
Triestram 69 -.269
Yntema 67 -.370
UJalters 69 -.392
Machin 67 --.397

TABLE 22

23. The percentage of families whose income in 1959 was

between $4,000 and $9,000

Positive correlations Correlations not
deemed significant

Negative correlations

-.597
-.584
-.578
-.510
-.440

67 -.434
- .431

1.Schrier 67
2.Dodge 69
3.Carter 67
4.Triestram 67
5.Triestram 69
6.UJalters 67
7.UJalters 69
8.Scharff 69
9.Schrier 69

+.716
+.698
+.687
+.675
+.667
+.652
+.648
+.599
+.598

Wolpe 69
Bushell 69
Oosterbaan 69
Van Haaften 69
Kneen 67
Hamilton 67
Van Zoeren 67
Hamilton 69

TABLE 23

-.257
-.300
- .3·00
- .301
-.337
- .361
-.366
-.377

1 • Bradley 6-9
2.Hightower 67
3.Hightower 69
4.U1hitten. 67
5.Machin 67
6.Hoogendoorn
7.Ynt~ma 67
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24. The percentage of families whose income in 1959 was

greater than $9,000

Positive correlations Correlations not deemed
significant

1.Kneen 67
2.Van Zoeren 61'
3.0osterbaan 69
4.Hamilton 67
5.Hamilton 69
6.Machin 67
7.Van Haaften 69
8.Yntema 67
9.Hightower 67

10.Hightower 69
11.Hoogendoorn 67

+.764
+.760
+.735
+.731
+.694
+.674
+.660
+.640
+.540
+.528
+.511

Bushell 69
Wolpe 69
Bradley 69
Scharff 69
Ulalters 69
Schrier 69
Triestram 69
Ulhitten 67
Ulalters 67
Schrier 67
Dodge 69
Triestram 67
Carter 67

TABLE 24

+.311
+.289
+.043
+0013
-.034
- .144
-.166
- .16-9 .
-.174
-.256
-.265
-.300
-.303

25. The median of family incomes for 1959

Positive correlations Correlations not deemed
significant

1.Kneen 67 +.705 Ulolpe 69 +.233
2.Van Zoeren 67 +.701 Bushell 69 +.232
300osterbaan 69 +.688 Scharff 69 +.093
4~Hamilton 67 +.659 Walters 69 +.077
5.Van Haaften 69 +.636 Schrier 69 --.034
6.Hamilton 69 +.622 Triestram 69 -.049
7.Machin 67 +.599 Ulalters 67 -.062
8.Yntema 67 +.549 Bradley 69 -.094
9.Hoogendoorn 67 +.455 Schrier 67 --.122

10.Hightower 69 +.433 Dodge 69 -.146
11.Hightower 67 +.429 Triestram 67 -.172

Carter 67 -.178
Whitten 67 -.274

TABLE 25

The income variables demonstrate practically the same thing

as the schooling variables: the middle income variable

seems most useful, correlating positively with the Taxpayers
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Association candidates; and negatively with all the others.

The· black candidates correlate most highly with the lower

income groups and the coalition candidates correlate most

highly with the higher income groups~

26. The percentage of the population .over 14 years of age

who are in the labor force.

It was hoped that this variable would distinguish

between the more "uppet-class" or "sJburban" type of life-

style in which working is considered only the role of the

. breadwinner, and the more "lower-class" attitude that everyone

capable of it should work.

Correlations not deemed
significant

Negative correlations

Carter 67
'Dodge 69
Schrier 67
Triestram 67
Walters 67
S'chrier 69
Triestram 69
Walters 69
Scharff 69
Ulhi tten 67.
Welpe 69
Bradley 69
Bushell 69
Van Haaften 69
Kneen 67
Hamilton {jig.
Van Zmeren 57
Hamil ton 6)7.

Oosterbaan 69

+.382
+.368
.+.368
+.353
+.347
+0301
+.295
+.248
+.173
-.199
-.229
-.262
-.303
-'0318
-.322
-.348
-.354
-.367
-.387

10Yntema 67
2.Hightower 67
3.Hoogendoorn 67
4.Machin 67
SoHightower 69

TABLE 26

-.502
-.485
-.480
-0422
-.422
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These correlations divide rather well into positive for

the Taxpayers Association candidates and negative for the

coalition candidates, but the range is not large enough to

use this fact as a basis for important generalizations.

·27. The percentage of the labor force unemployed

Positive correlation Correlations not Negative correlat~ons

deemed significant

1.Whitten 67 +.514 Bradley 69 +.247
Triestram 67 -.059
Carter 67 -.091
Dodge 69 -.105
Schrier 67 -.150
Walters 67 -.193
Wolpe 69 -.204
Bushell 69 -.211
Triestram 69 -.214
Schrier 69 -.215
Hightower 69 -.215
Hightower 67 -.306
Walters 69 -.338
Scharff 69 -.393

TABLE 27

1.Van Zoeren 67
2.0asterbaan 69
3.Kneen 67
4oHamilton 67
5.Machin 67
6.Van Haaften 69
7.Yntema 67
8.Hamilton 69
9.Hoogendoorn 67

-.669
-.660
- .61 0
-~. 577
-.546
-.543
-.524
-.522:
- .461

This variable seems to be another of th~se useful mainly

in differentiating white from nonwhite candidates.

28. The percentage of housing· uni ts, .the occupants of which

did not have access to an automobile

Thi$ variable and the next two, relating to automobiles,

were selected as another measure of affluenceo
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-.586
~·.571

-·.565
-. 51 ~
-.476j

69 -.469
.. - 0407

Negat~ve correlations

1.Kneen 61
2.Van Zoeren 67
3.0osterbaan' 69
4.Hamilton 67
5~Hamiltcin 69
6.Van Haaften
7/. Yntema~ 67

Bradley 6B
Triestram 67
Carter 67
Dodge 69
Bushell 69
Hightower 69
Schrier 6f1
Tr i eslt ram· 6g:'
Walters~ 67
Schrier 69
Hightower 67
Wolpe 69
Hoogendoorn
Walters:> 69
Scharff 69
Machin 67

Positive correlation Correlations not
deemed significant
. ~ , ", -. : - ;",::' ,"...~. ~~' ~:. :.' .:. ".~ .

+.245
-.079
--.093
-.1".24
- ••13D
-.176
-.182
--.199
-.203
-.207
-.223
-.246

67? -.284
-.332
-.369
- •.394

1.Whitten 67 +.430

TABLE 28

29. The pe~centage of housing units, the occupants 'of which

had access to one automobile

None of these correlations were considered significant.

They ranged from -.214 to +.348 with the two black candid~te$

(lUhitten,-.214, and BradleY,--o145) and Hightower (69,-.033)

having the only negative correlations;.
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30. The percentage of housing units, the occupants of which

had access to two or more automobiles

Positive correlations Correlations not deemed
significant

1.Kneen 67
2.Van Zoeren 67
3.0osterbaan 69
4.Hamilton 67
5.Machin 67
6.Hamilton 69
7.Yntema 67
8.Van Haaften 69
9.Hoogendoorn 67

10.Hightower 67
11.Hightower 69

+.694
+ •.652
+.649
+.647
+.592
+.592
+.509
+.496
+.484
+.451
+.422

Wolpe 69
Bushell 69
Scharff 69
Bradley 69
Walters 69
Triestram 69
Schrier 69
Whitten 67
Walters 67
Dodge 69
Schrier 67
Carter 67
Trieatram 67

TABLE 29

+.268
+.264
+.058
+.032
-.009
-.124
-.128
-.139
-.145
-.202
-.203
- .250
-.262

The "no car" category seems to be a slightly less accurate

indicator of the poorer precincts that supported Bradley

and Whitten than the lower income category, but still a

valid one. Apparently the "one car" category is too widespread

to be an accurate indicator of the middle income precincts

which supported the Taxpayers Association candidates. The

"two or more" category, however, does correlate well with

the more moderate coalition candidates.

TheSE are the thirty variables which were investigated

in this project. In general they seem to distinguish between

five categories of candidates. The coalition candidates

subdivide naturally into two groups. One is the mOderates,

Van Zoeren, Kneen, Hamilton, Machin, and Yntema in the 1967

election and Oosterbaan,'Van Haaften and Hamilton in the
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1969 election. The other is the more special interest oriented

candidates, Hoogendoorn and Hightower in the 1967 election

and Hightower., Wolpe and Bushell in the 1969 election. The

Taxpayers Association candidates also subdivide into two

categories. The moderates are represented by Walters and

Schrier in the 1967 election and Scharff, Walters, Schrier

and Triestram in the 1969 election. The special interest

candidatea are Carter and Triestram in the 1967 election

and Dodge in the 1969 election. The two black candidates'

stand so far from all the others in most of the variables

that they quite obviously constitute a separate group.

These displays also differentiate six different categories

of variables. One category is that with which the black

candidates correlate highly, and the coalihion candidates

score low with the Taxpayers Association candidates in between.

The best of these is variable 18, percentage with elementary

schooling. The others clearly in this category are variable a,

percentage of housing deteriorating; variable 15, percentage

of housing crowded; and variable 27, percentage of labor

force unemployed. Also placed tentatively in this category

is variable 28, percentage with no car.

The second category of variable is that with which

the black candidates correlate highly and the Taxpayers

Association candidates score low with the coalition candidates

in between. The best example of this is variable 14, percentage

nonwhite. Other variables placed in this category are variable 6,

percentage of housing units vacant; variable 9, percentage
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of housing tinits dilapidatsd; ~ariable 17, the percent~ge

of population with no schooling; and variable 22, percentage

of low income families.-

The third category of variable is that with which the

coalition candidates correlate highly and the Taxpayers

Association candidates score low with the black candidates

in between. The best variable in this category is variable 11,

the average value of owner occupied homes. Other variables

probably in this category are variables 1 and 3, the percentage

turnout of the registered voters in the two elections; and

variable 24, percentage of high income families.

The fourth category of variable is that with which

the coalition candidates correlate highly and the black

candidates score low with the Taxpayers Association candidates

in between. The best of these is variable 2, the average

number of votes per voter in 1967. Two others clearly in

this category are variable 4, the average number of votes

per voter in 1969; and variable 21, the median number of

years of schooling completed. Also placed tentati~ely in

this category are variable 7, percentage of houses in 'sound

'condition; variable 20, percentage with college educationr

variable 25, median family income; and variable 30, percentage

with two or more cars.

The fifth category of variable is that with which the

Taxpayers Association candidates correlate highly and the

black candidates score Ipw with the coalition candidates
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in between. The best example of this is variable 19, the

percentage of people who are high school educated. Other

variables in this category are var~able 16, the percentage

of foreign stock; and variable 23, percentage of middle-income

families.

The last category of variables is that with which

the Taxpayers Association candidates correlate highly and

the coalition candidates score low with the black candidates

in between. The only variable in this category is variable 26,

the percentage of population in the labor force.

A definite pattern is apparent in this listing. The

variables with which the black candidates correlated are

all related to poverty or less desirable living conditions

except one, percentage nonwhite. It is fair to say that

the black candidates received their strongest support from

the precincts with the highest proportion of blacks in the

population, which are the poorest and least des"irable places.

to live. It is also true that both black candidates benefitted

from bullet voting. The variables with which the coaliBton

candidates correlated were predominantly relating to wealth,

desirability of housing and privilege. The variables with

which the Taxpayers Association candidate~ correlated are

variables; from the middle range:- middle income, middle

education. Percentage foreign stock can easily be explained

as belonging to the middle category by accepting the

generalization that those newly assimilated usually acquine

middle-class values.



CHAPTER 6: -CANDIDATES

John Oosterbaan, an attorney, was the youngest candidate

. in the 1969 election: 28, and in it was elected to his first

term on the city commission. He waa supported by the coalition,

lived in the 21st precinct and based his campaign on gettting

Western Michigan University to pay part of the costs for

police protection, on revitalizing the business district

and on keeping politics out of wage contract negotiations

with city employees. He supported the Step One program to

upgrade neighborhoods which were deteriorating, bu~ deplored

the fact that it did not include the worst neighborhoods;

in the city. He proposed asking for federal assistance to

alleviate housing problems, but supported private development

as well. His position& were rarely controversial and kept

squarely to the middle of the road.

Positive correlations Negative correlations

1.average value of homes
2;vote~ per voter 1967
3.perc~nt high income
4.percent college
5.median income
6.;turnout 1969
7.votes per voter 1969
a.median years schooling
9. percent,. ,two cars.:

10.turnout 1967
11.percent of houses sound

+.847
+.802
+.735
+.716
+.688
+.686
+.674
+.673
+.649
+.628
+.536

1'. percent
2.parcent
3.percent
4.percent
5.percent
6.percent
7.percent
8.percent
9.percent

unemployed
elementary
crowded
no car
low income
nonwhite
deteriorating
dilapidated
of houses vacant

--.660
-.623
-.610
-.565
-.552-
-.492
-.482
-.470
-.440

TABLE 30
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Oosterbaan was supported most strongly in precincts

characterized by wealth, high income, high education, housing

in good condition, and strong sense of civic responsibility.

He had least support in precincts characterized by unemployment,

low education, bad housing conditions, low income, and high

proportions of nonwhite residents.

Garret Van Haaften, a banker, was 65 years old and

lived in the 22nd precinct. He was elected to his first

term on the city commission in the 1969 election. He was

supported by the coalition and based his campaign on doing

more for low income people than just tearing down their

homes. He felt that the city commission should deal with

policy making and the city manager should deal with

administration and he called for increased cooperation between

city, county and township governments. He felt that property

taxes were too high, but that the city needed increased

revenue.

Positive correlations Negative correlations

1.average value of homes
2.votes per voter 1967
3.votes per voter 1969
4.percent college
5.median years schooling
6.percent high income
7.median income
8.turnout 1969
9.turnout 1967

10.percent two cars
11.percent of houses sound

+.847
+.798
+.686
+.682
+.669
+.660
+.636
+.604
+.525
+.496
+.422

1.percent
2.percent
3.percent
4.percent
5.percent
6.percent
7.percent

crowded
elementary
unemployed
nonwhite
low income
no car
dilapidated

-.763
-.613
-.543
-.537
-.474
-.469
-.418

TA8LE 31
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Van Haaften, like 09sterbaan was supported most strongly

in those precincts characterized by wealth, high education,

high income, sense of civic responsibility, and housing in

good condition. He received the least support in precincts

with bad housing conditions, low education, unemployment,

high proportions of nonwhites and low incomes.

Francis p. Hamilton, also a banker, was 55 years old

and was elected to his second term on the city commission

and his first term as mayor in the 1969 election. In the

1967 election he finished fourth. He lived in the 11th

precinct, was supported by the coalition and based his campaign

on gathering all levele of government and private resources

to deal with the lack of adequate housing. He called for

a commission to revise the City Charter and look into such

aspects as the roles of commissioners. He called for a

clear separation of the commissioners from the role of city

manager. He raised the possibility that property taxes

might be lowered through adopting an income tax.
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In each of the following correlations the first number

is the correlation with Hamilton's votes in 1969 and the

second is the correlation with Hamilton's votes in 1967.

Positive correlations Negative correlations

1.average value of homes +.899 1.percent elementary -.647
+.928 - •.620

2".percent college +.810 2.percent crowded -.546
+.766 -.599

3~votes per voter 1967 +.746 3.percent unemployed -·.522
+.747 -.577

4.median years schooling +.71:0 4.percent no car -.476
+.676 -.513

5.percent high income +.694 5.percent low income -.459
+.731 -.506

6~median income +.622 6.percent deteriorating -.430
+.659 -.463

7.turnout 1969 +.619 7.percent nonwhite -.406
+.659 -.434

8.votes per voter 1969 +.594
+.566

9.percent two cars +.592
+.647

10.turnout 1967 +.547
+.618

11.percent of houses s'ound +.427
+.465

TABLE 32

Hamilton received the most support from the precincts

with wealth, high education, high income, sense of civic

duty and good housing conditions. He received the least

support from precin~ts with low education, bad housing conditions,

unemployment, low income and nonwhite populations. Between

the two elections he increased his relative support among

precincts characterized by high education, by bad housing

conditions, unemployment, low income and nonwhite populations.

He decreased his relative dependence on the high income

precincts. In essence, while he was still most strongly
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supported by the privileged classes and least strongly supported

by the under-privileged, he broadened his base of support

from the 1967 election to the 1969 election, as' well as

increasing his support in every single precinct.

Raymond L. Hightower, a college teacher, was 66 years

old and was elected to his seventh term on the city commission

in 1969. He finished fifth in the 1967 election after having

been elected mayor in the preceding two elections. He lived

in the 9th precinct, was supported by the coalition and based

his campaign on providing leadership for the city administration

rather than being led by them. He stressed better communication

among members of the commission and between them and the public.

He also expressed interest in improving housing and developing

an overall plan for the city. He very ably walked the fine

line between taking credit for the accomplishments of the

previous commission and dissociating himself from their

errors. In each of the following correlations the first

number is the correlation between the listed variable and

Hightower's votes in 1969 and the second number is the correla

tion between the variable and Hightower's votes in 1967.
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Positive correlations Negative correlations

1.average value of homes +.724 1.percent high school -.613
+.787 -.625

2.percent college +.613 2.percent middle income -.578
. +.654 - •.584

3.percent high income +.528 3.percent labor force -.422
+.540 -.485

4.turnout 1969 +.450 4.percent crowded -.277
+.478 -.428

5.median income +.433
+.429

6.percent two cars +.422
+.451

7.median years schooling +.404
+.470

8.turnout 1967 +.404
+.470

g;votes per voter 1967 +.395
+.489

TABLE 33

Hightower drew his strongest support from the same

types of precincts as the preceding t~ree candidates, although

it was relatively lower than theirs. These precincts were

those with wealth, high education, high income and high

civic involvement. However, he received his least support

in a quite different set of precincts than Hamilton,

Van Haarten and Oosterbaan. Hightower's weakest precincts

were those with medium education, medium income and high

percentage of population working. The absolute value of

his correlations in all of these areas decreased between

1967 and 1969•. Some of this difference can be accounted

for by the steadily d~creasing validity of the 1960 census.

Perhaps some of it indicates less relevance of these variables

towards distinguishing Highto~~rts supporters from his'

non-su·pporters.
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Howard Walpe, another college teacher, was 29 years

old and lived in the 39th precinct. He was elected to his

first term on the city commission in the 1969 election and

was supported by the coalition. His campaign was basad

on the desire to have a commission which would "appeal to

the people's generosity and hopes rather than to their fears."

He called for the use of all available resources, public

and private, to attack the housing problem.

Positive correlations

1.averaga value of homes +.527
2.percent college +.510
3.vote$ per voter 1967 +.428

TABLE 34

Wolpe is not as easy to categorize as many of the other

candidates. His' correlation with college education might

have something to do with his occupation, and all three

correlations are probably related to his coalition endorsement,

but having only three significant correlations out of thirty

variables would seem to indicate either that his relationships

with these variables were non-linear or that his support

came from some class or group of people not distinguished

by these variables. During the campaign some citizens

considered him the most liberal candidate. If this ia true

and he drew support mainly from the liberal voters, it is

possible that such a political attitude might not be related

to any of the easily measured variables selected for this
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study. In other words, Wolpe's supporter~ did not congregate

in precincts distinguished by race, income, education or

housing, and he probably owes his narrow victory of only

130 votes to his endors"ement by the other coalition candidates.

Mrs. Bertha Bushell, a production worker, wa~ 55 years

old and lived in the 10th precinct. She was elected to

her first term on the city commission in 1969 and was supported

by the coalition. She based her campaign on placing more

value on people. She considered herself a representative

of a special interest group, women, and was considered by

other~ a representative of labor.

Positive correlations

1.average value of homes +.470
2.percent college +.438

TABLE 35

Mrs. Bushell has the least number'~ of significant

correlations of any candidate. If she is taken as the repre-

sentative of women, this is understandable, because women

occur with about equal frequency among all the other ways

of dividing people into groups.

Gilbert Bradley, an associate director of a community

association in the black area of town and black himself,

was 29 years old and lived in the 8th precinct •. He was
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elected to his first term on the city commission, as Vice-Mayor,

in 1969 and was a coalition supported candidate. He based

his campaign on the need for better human relations, a housdng

program and better city finances. He called for a long-range

plan to establish priorities. He desired giving equal attention

to justice and law and order.

Positive correlations

1.percent nonwhite +.626
2.perqant no schooling +.487
3~percent dilapidated +.428

Negative correlations

1.percent high school -·~-.638

2.percent middle income -.597
3.percent foreign stock -.461
4.votes per voter 1969 -.460

TABLE 36

Bradley drew his strongest support from those precincts

with the highest proportion of nonwhites, with low schooling

and poor housing. He drew the least support from precincts

characterized by medium schooling, medium income, and· higher

proportion of immigrants.

Hamilton Scharff, an advertising worker for a large,

locally owned :'business, was 43 years old and lived in the

41st precinct. He was defeated in the 1969 election. He

began the campaign as an independent, but aligned himself

with Walters and was supported by Schrier, so in this project

he has been considered one of the Taxpayers Association

candidates. He bas~d hisi campaign on modernization of city

zoni~g laws and a restudy of the city tax structure. He

advocated keeping local property taxes down.
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Negative correlations

1~percent high school +.610
2.percent middle income +.599
3 o votes per voter 1969 +.521
4.percent of houses sound +.418

1.percent
2.percent
3.percent
4.percent
5.percent

nonwhite
dilapidated
no schooling
of houses vacant
low income

-.560
-".526
-.499
-.465
-.407

TABLE 37

His areas of high and low support are al~ost exactly

the opposite of Bradley's. He drew the most support from

the middle income and middle schooling precincts and the

least from the underprivileged and nonwhite areas~

Edwin L. llialter$, owner and operator of his own business,

sought election to his second term on the city commission

in .1969 but was defeated. In the 1967 election he 'ran seventh o

He was 51 years old and lived in the 37th precinct. He was

one of the Taxpayers Associatlon candidates, and was supported

by Schrier. He based his campaign on a balance between

physical needs and human needs:. He supported lower property

taxes and increased capital improvement,s. He took credit

for many of the city commission's accomplishments of the

preceding t,wo years. In each of the following correlationS)

the first number is the correlation between the listed variable

and Walters' votes in the 1969 election and the second number

is the correlation between the variable: and Walters' votes

in the 1967 election o
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Positive correlations Negative correlations

1.percent high school +.716 1.percent nonwhite -.591
+.715 -.524

2.percent middle income +.648 2.percent dilapidated -.484
+.'652 -.412

3.votes per voter 1969 +'.504 3.percent no schooling -.483
+.386 -.476

4.percent foreign stock +.449 4.percent of houses vacant -~408

+.348 -.268

TABLE 38

Walters, like Scharff, received his strongest support

from those precincts which were characterized by medium

education and middle income, and he received the least support

from precincts which were largely nonwhite, with poor housing

and little schooling. The only significant change in correlations

was: that wi th the number of votes per voter in 1969. This

and the relatively high value of this correlation for Scharff

as well would seem to indicate that these two candidates,

at least, received support in precincts where the larger

number of voters were using all seven of their votes and

not heeding Schrier's advice to vote for only five.

Paul J. Schrier, owner and operator of his own business,

was· 62 years old and lived in the 19th precinct. He was

defeated in his attempt at election to his ninth term as

city commissioner in 1969 after having been elected mayor

in 1967. He was the leader of the four member majority on

the commission from 1967 to 1969 and of the Taxpayers Association

candidates in the 1969 election. He based his campaign on

opposition to urban renewal and public housing, while pointing
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to the accomplishments of his commission. He was especially

proud that taxes had not been raised and was: always: careful

to remind voters that they did not have to use all seven

votes. In each of the following correlations the first number

is the correlation between the listed variable and Schrier's

votes in the 1969 election and the second number is the

correlation between the variable and Schrier's votes in the

1967 election.

Positive correlations Negative correlations

1.percent high school +.670 1.percent nonwhite -.605
+.744 -.499

2~percent middle income +.598 2.percent no schooling -.460
+.716 -.440

3.percent foreign stock +.404 3.percent dilapidated -.385
+.277 -.411

4.average value of homes -.293
-.442

TABLE 39

Schrier, like Walters and Scharff, received his greatest

support from those precincts which were highly middle income

and medium educated, and received least support from precincts

which were highly nonwhite and had poor quality housing.

Unlike either Scharff or Walters he had, at least in 1967,

a sUbstantially negative correlation with the average value

of homes. As this value is one which correlated highly

positively with all the coalition candidates it may indicate

that Schrier was seen as more of an alternative to the previous

Hightower commission in 1967 than he was seen as an alternative

to the coalition candidates in 1969. Schrier also showed

more change in his correlations between elections than any
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of the previously discussed candidates. This indicates a

substantial change in his support between elections. The

~reatest change was a decrease in the negative correlation

with the average value of homes. Also decreaaing substantially

were correlations with the percentage of middle income familiea

and with percentage of high school educated. Those correlations

showing substantial increases were the positive correlation

with percentage foreign stock and the negative correlation

with percentage nonwhite. This may indicate a decrease in

his identification with the middle income population and

increasing identification of him with programs opposed to

nonwhites~

Donald H. Triestram, owner of his own business, was·

53 years old and lived in the 34th precinct. He was defeated

in his attempt at election to his second term as city

commissioner in 1969 after having been elected Vice-Mayor

in 1967. He was one of the Taxpayers Association candidates

and supported by Schrier. His campaign was based on the

record of the previous two years. He referred to these

two years as an "era of~fiscal responsibility" and desired

to have the city charge enough on all services provided

to surrounding units of government to show a slight profit.

As with all the other candidates who ran in both elections,

the first number refers to the correlation with Triestram's:

vote in the 1969 election and the second number to the correlation

with his vote in the 1967 election.
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2.percent middle income +.667
+.675
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Negative correlations

1.percent nonwhite -.463
-0358

2.percent no schooling -.416
-.337

3.percent dilapidated -.401
-.308

4.average value of homes -.372
-.555

TABLE 40

These correlations are almost the same as those with

Schrier, even with regard to magnitude and direction of change.

The only difference of note seemSi to be that Triestram did

not lose as much significant support in the middle income

group as did Schrier.

Earl F. Dodge, the executive secretary of the Prohibition

National Committee, was: 36 years old and lived in the 28th

precinct. He was defeated in his first attempt at election

to the city commission in 1969. He was supported by Schrier

and was a Taxpayers Association candidate. He based his

campaign on opposition to public housing and urban renewal •.

He also called for a much-expanded police force.

Positive correlations Negative correlation

1.percent high school +.750 1.average value of homes -0503
2.percent middle income +.698

TABLE 41

The only clear conclusions from these three correlations

are that Dodge drew his support from the same types of precincts
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as the other Taxpayers Association candidates and drew the

least support from the types of precincts that supported

the coalition candidates most highly. In respect to this

negative correlation, he was the only candidate in this

election with a sig~ificant negative correlation with the

average value of homes. Dodge in some rather strange respects

is very similar to Wolpe. 80th were considered to be on

the edges of the acceptable political spectrum and increased

their support by riding on the coattails of their better

known associated candidates, of the coalition and the Taxpayers

Association. Dodge was considered by some to be the most

conservative candidate in the election, and conservatism,

like liberalism, could be relatively unrelated to the variables

selected for this study •

. The three basic categories of candidates are easily

differentiated on the basis of where they drew their strongest

support. The coalition candidates drew their support from.

the precincts where people had higher income and higher

education. More specifically, each of them had their highest

correlation with variable 11, the average value of homes.

The Taxpayers Association candidates drew their support from

the precincts where people had medium incomes and high school

educations. Each of these candidates had their highest

correlation with'variable 19, the percentage of population

whose education had gone beyond eighth grade b~t not beyond

high school. The black candidates drew their support from
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precincts~ where people were black, poor and had bad housing.

80th of them had their highest correlation with variable 14,

percent of housing units occupied by nonwhites •.

The basis for differentiating the subcategories of

candidates lies in where they drew the least support. Those

who have been referred to as moderates, in either the coalition

or the Taxpayers Association, drew their least support from

those precincts which supported the black candidateso· Not

always was the variable "percent nonwhite" their highest

negative correlation, but it always was a significant negative

correlation. Those candidates who have been called special

interest candidates in the coalition and the Taxpayers Association

are those who draw their least support from those precincts

which supported the other group most strongly. In the case

of the coalition candidates, their correlation with percentage

high school educated was in each case their highest negative

correlation, and in the case of the Taxpayers Association

candidates, in each case their correlation with average

value of homes was their highest negative correlation.

80th of the black candidates drew their highest negative

correlation from the percent high school educated.



CHAPTER 7: PRECINCTS

From the previous section it is clear that the most

useful variables are the average value of owner occupied

housing units, the percentage of the population over 25

years old whose educa~ion has gone beyond eighth grade but

not beyond high school, and the percentage of housing units

occupied by nonwhites. From the attached maps showing the

quartile distribution of these variables amo~g the precinct~

in the city, and one comparing the first quartiles of each

of these variables, it is clear that the average value of

homes is generally highest in the southwest section of the

city, the percent high school educated is highest in the

southeast section and the percent nonwhite is highest in

the near northeast sBction. Quartiles have also been plotted

for five candidates in the 1969 election: Hamilton, Bradley,

Hightower, Walters and Dodge, each the highest vote-getter

in his category of candidates. The division arrived at

previously is apparent when comparing the first quartile

of each candidate's vote with the first quartile of the

variable with which he is supposed to be positively correlated

and comparing the last quartile of his vote with the first

quartile of the variable with which he is supposed to be

neg~tively correlated. Two precincts, 18 and 19, defy

exl4ril~nation on the basis of these variables. They fall in

the last quartile on average value of homes, and in the
,-__• ...."'•• 1- _ •• -._,~.... __
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middle two quartiles on the other two variables, yet they

have consistently returned some of the highest percentages

of vote~.for the Taxpayers Association candidates and some

of the lowest percentages for all other candidates. One .

factor might be that Schrier lives in precinct 19. Another

factor is that these two precincts were the two most vitally

affected by the urban renewal plan which was the major issue

in the 1967 election. This plan was blamed on then mayor

Hightower, and in these two p~ecincts ,it may still be blamed

on him and his assnciates.



CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSION

One fact which may be selected to conclude this paper

is that it was done with the clear expectation of finding

two distinct factions or proto-parties developing in the

context of a nonpartisan election. This is not the caSie.

There are three.

At the beginning it was also hoped that this project

might discover some factors which could account for the

difference between the two elections, but this also has

not happened. This project has pointed out where the different

candidates got their support and some of the best objective

variables to describe these areas, but it has been unable

to discern any significant changes in these bases of support

except in the case of one candidate, Schrier. Schrier's

loss was where he could least afford it, among his longest

supporters, the middle income group, or as another politician

has called them, "the silent majority." The question of

whether Schrier's loss of their wholehearted support is

permanent or only temporary will have to wait until

November 2, 1971.
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COEFFICIENTS OF CORReLATION - lAGLE 2
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Notes.

1. The housing census gives very detailed definitions of

these terms on pages iv through vi.

2. This variable was· later modified by subtracting the

estimated number of people living in group quarters

(taken from the population census) from the population

of the precinct before dividing. This variable is thus

accurately "the number of people living in housing units

per occupied housing unit.

3. Oliver P. Williams and Charles R. Adrian, Four Cities;

A study in Comparative Policy Making, Univeraity of

Pennsylvania Presa, 1963

4. This term originated with Edward C. Banfield, City Politics,

Harvard University Press, 1963

5. This definition does not correspond because this portion

of the study was not dealing with populations and samples.

For the purposes of the generalizations made in this

project, the population was the forty-one precincts of

Kalamazoo. If it is clearly understood that the study

was of the precincts and not of the individual voters,

every correlation was an exact statement of the correlation

between that variable and the votes for that candidate

and was therefore significant. The cut-off value of .400

was actually used to separate meaningful correlations

from those meaning little.



Sources

1~ Records of the Board of Canvasser$ for the 1967 and 1969

Kalamazoo municipal Elections, available in the City Clerk's

office

2~ U.S. Bureau of the Census.

U~So .Census of Housing: 1960

Vol. III, City Blocks

Series HC (3), No 211

3~ U.S. Bureau of the Census.

U~s. Censuses of Population and Housing: 1960

Census Tracts

Final Report PHC (1)-69

4. Kalamazoo City Directory, 1960

R~L. Polk & Co.

5, Kalamazoo City Directory, 1968

R~L. Polk & Co.

. .

'--.,


	Edwin-KermanSIP.pdf
	Kerwin Insert



